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ABSTRACT OF THESIS 
 
 
 
IDENTIFYING RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS OF PREPARATORY AND 
NON-PREPARATORY STUDENTS IN AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS OF A RURAL KENTUCKY HIGH SCHOOL 
 
 
Today there is an increased demand for secondary agriculture education programs 
to prepare students to be college and career ready through a program of study. The 
purpose of this study was to identify risk and protective factors of preparatory and non-
preparatory students within an agriculture education program at Anderson County High 
School in Lawrenceburg, Kentucky. The results of this study did not determine that there 
was a difference in risk and protective factors between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students within agriculture education courses. The study concluded that students among 
both categories were equally exposed to risks such as family conflict and peers that 
abused alcohol and/or drugs. The study also concluded that both preparatory and non-
preparatory students could benefit from increased protective factors such as 
understanding the relevance of coursework within agriculture education courses, 
increased parent involvement in schoolwork, and having contact with peers who are 
involved in CTSO’s such as the FFA. It is recommended that agriculture education 
researchers at post-secondary institutions conduct further research on retention within 
career pathways from various theoretical frameworks.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Background and Setting 
 
 Today, there is more emphasis on specialization within an industry than ever 
before. In order to better prepare students with the knowledge they will need in a specific 
career, the Perkins Act of 2006 required that career and technical education (CTE) 
programs provide career pathways or a program of study (Meeder, 2009). A program of 
study links CTE courses together in a sequence and prepares students for pursuing 
postsecondary degree and technical education programs. In the state of Kentucky, 
programs of study also allow students to attain college credit and or industry certification 
as well as earn the status of career ready or college and career ready (Arnold, 2012). 
Within agriculture education, there are eight career majors in Kentucky; Agribusiness, 
Horticulture and Plant Sciences, Animal Science Systems, Agriculture Power and 
Structural Systems, Environmental Science and Natural Resources Systems, 
Agribiotechnology, Agriculture Education and Communication Leadership, and Food 
Science and Processing Systems (Davis, 2012). 
 In a study where researchers examined the transition of CTE and non-CTE 
students from secondary to post-secondary education, Bragg and Rudd (2007) stated, 
“results suggest participation in CTE transition programs does not interfere with 
academic course-taking in that participants are equally as prepared as matched non-CTE 
students and other comparison groups” (p. 4). Further supporting programs of study 
within CTE, Lewis and Kosine (2008) found that a program of study links education with 
explicit occupational goals and increases relevance and engagement to the student. 
Therefore, students who complete a program of study in a specific area may be more 
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likely to complete a degree program at the postsecondary level compared to students who 
did not complete a program area (McCharen & High, 2010).  
 In order to complete a career pathway and obtain college credit in the state of 
Kentucky, students must complete four credits within a program of study and pass a 
Kentucky Occupational Skills Standards Assessment (KOSSA) (Aronld, 2012). This 
requires students to be knowledgeable of career pathways and to plan their academic 
coursework accordingly to meet these standards. High school graduation requirements 
can create barriers to completing a career pathway by limiting the number of CTE 
courses students can take (Hughes & Karp, 2006). While some states like Delaware 
actually require CTE courses in their graduation requirements, most do not. When CTE 
graduation requirements are not present, this increases the need for effective advising 
practices and for students to be motivated to complete a career pathway (Hughes & Karp, 
2006). 
 The decision to complete courses within CTE programs is not solely reliant on the 
availability within the student’s schedule. Students face a variety of both positive and 
negative influences that will affect their decisions toward reaching one’s goals (Daniel et 
al., 2010). Fleming et al. (2010) stated these influences could be understood through 
examining protective and risk factors within three specific domains; family, school, and 
individual. Many at risk prevention programs for negative youth behavior such as 
drinking, smoking, use of illegal substances, violence, and other criminal behavior 
focuses on these three domains. These programs teach skills for deflecting negative peer 
influences and creating opportunities for pro-social involvements through parents, 
schools, and communities (Fleming et al., 2010).  
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Managing these domains can build resiliency as defined by Masten (2005), “a 
phenomena characterized by good outcomes in spite of threats to adaptation or 
development.” Research indicates that resilience is common and the implementation of 
protective factors can provide for the development of youth even in severe adversity 
(Masten, 2005). Therefore, understanding the risk and protective factors of students 
enrolled in CTE courses may better prepare teachers in advising students to reach their 
career goals (Kelley-Hall, 2010).   
Theoretical Framework 
 The theoretical framework for this study was based on the social development 
strategy which uses the variables of risk and protective factors in family, school, 
community, and individual domains to predict and/or alter the decision making skills of 
adolescent youth (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992). Led by researchers David 
Hawkins and Richard Catalano, this research has developed into a program entitled 
“Communities that Care” that allows community decision-makers to select & implement 
tested, effective prevention policies to address the most pressing risks facing their youth 
(Hawkins, Catalano, & Kuklinski, 2011). However, before these strategies are 
implemented stakeholders must first gain an understanding of the risks present in their 
community in specific domains.  
Within the family domain there are three factors that frame the experiences of 
children which include parental family management, parent-child bonding, and the 
degree of family conflict (Galambos et al., 2003).  Bonding to school and academic 
performance affect the experience within the school domain and the individual domain 
deals with selecting friends, developing social norms, and behaving in various situations 
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(Foxcroft et al. 2003; Gottfredson & Wilson, 2003). Increasing protective factors and 
decreasing risk factors is a key focus in intervention programs for improving youth 
behavior and accomplishment (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992).  
 It is the intent of the researcher to analyze this framework from the perspective of 
a secondary level career and technical education student, specifically within agricultural 
education. The study focuses on analyzing the risk and protective factors of students 
within agricultural education at Anderson County High School in Lawrenceburg, 
Kentucky and comparing the factors of completers with the factors non-completers in 
career pathways. The researcher will create a profile of which protective factors have 
been increased in program completers and which risk factors have been decreased to 
assist in the planning and implementation of effective interventions. The aim of 
understanding these factors is to increase the commitment and attachment to school, 
improve academic performance, and lessen misbehavior of students to increase the 
likelihood they will complete a career pathway as described in other successful 
interventions (Hawkins et al., 1999).  
Statement of the Problem 
 Only 7.8% of the agricultural education students from the 2013 senior class were 
deemed college and career ready as a result of their work in agricultural education 
classes. According to student records, 51 graduating seniors from Anderson County High 
School for the 2012-2013 school year had taken at least one agriculture course during 
their high school career. Twenty one of those students completed a minimum of three 
agriculture courses and were considered preparatory status meaning they were eligible to 
take a KOSSA exam. Seventeen of those students had completed a minimum of three 
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courses and were able to take a KOSSA exam through preparatory status. Ten passed the 
KOSSA but only four of these students also completed 4 credit hours of coursework 
making them eligible to be a program of studies completer and earn college credit 
through the Kentucky Agricultural Education Articulation Agreement.  
 Currently, there is a lack of research within agricultural education focusing on the 
external factors of social, school and family influences that affect students’ decision to 
take and complete agricultural courses. While there are studies that focus on the 
recruitment of students into agricultural courses (Dyer, Beraji, & Ball, 2003; Esters & 
Bowen, 2005; Vincent, Henry, & Anderson, 2010) and on retention (Boone & Newcomb, 
2010) of students, there are none that focus on factors influencing students’ commitment 
to completing a program of study. This is important due to the nature that agriculture 
programs are often evaluated on their effectiveness through enrollment numbers and 
standardized testing by school administrators (Hinkson & Keith, 2002). This raises the 
question: What protective factors contribute to the success of students in their endeavor 
to reach preparatory status within agricultural education programs of study at Anderson 
County High School? 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of the research is to determine how protective and risk factors differ 
for preparatory and non-preparatory students of agricultural education at Anderson 
County High School.  
Objectives 
The specific research questions guiding this research were: 
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1. Identify the risk factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses.  
2. Determine the difference in risk factors between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students enrolled in agriculture education courses. 
3. Identify the protective factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses.  
4. Determine the difference in protective factors between preparatory and non-
preparatory students enrolled in agriculture education courses. 
Definition of Terms 
 Terms relevant to this study were identified and defined as follows: 
Career and Technical Education (CTE): Coursework programs whose goal is to provide 
students with skills necessary for a successful transition to postsecondary education or 
work and a desire for life-long learning in a global society (Includes Agriculture 
Education, Business and Marketing, Engineering and Technology, Family and Consumer 
Sciences, Health Science, Industrial Education) 
 
Agriculture Education: Prepares students for successful careers, builds awareness and 
develops leadership for the food, fiber and natural resource systems 
 
Preparatory: Students become preparatory when they complete 3 credit hours within a 
CTE program (agriculture education program) at the secondary level 
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Completer: Students take and pass a KOSSA exam and complete 4 credit hours within a 
CTE program 
 
KOSSA: Kentucky Occupational Skills Standards Assessment. Students in CTE courses 
take the KOSSA after they reach preparatory status with 3 credits and if they pass the 
KOSSA and complete a 4th credit they become completers 
 
Risk Factor: Problem behavior that limit a child’s ability to reach a goal 
 
Protective Factor: Factors that help guard against risk behaviors  
Limitations of the Study 
1. The study cannot account for scheduling priorities such as required coursework which 
could have limited students’ ability to sign up for agriculture courses 
2. Due to accessibility of information the study will only examine one school in the state 
of Kentucky 
3. The researcher also served as a teacher at Anderson County High School the prior year 
to the study so teacher bias could not be controlled for 
4. The results and conclusions are limited to the findings and cannot be inferred as cause 
and effect 
Basic Assumptions 
1. The researcher just completed his first year Anderson County High School, the 
research site 
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2. The program was a one teacher program for many years and recently expanded to a 
two teacher program in 2010 
3. Anderson County High School is located in Lawrenceburg, KY (twenty five minutes 
southwest of Lexington in Central Kentucky) 
4. There are approximately 1,200 students attending Anderson County High School 
which includes 9th through 12th grades 
5. It is assumed that the participants answered the questionnaire truthfully 
Significance of the Problem 
 With agricultural education programs being evaluated by how many students 
reach college and/or career ready status, there is an increased pressure to get more 
students to pass a KOSSA exam and earn at least 4 credit hours (Meeder, 2006). While it 
is assumed that scheduling conflicts and student interest contribute to a lack of student 
retention, it may not account for other variables such as negative influences posed 
through family interactions, lack of school involvement, and peer pressure (Henry, 
Knight, & Thornberry, 2012).  
 This study intends to examine the preparatory status of students as it relates to the 
protective and risk factors they experience while partaking in an agricultural education 
program at a rural Kentucky high school. If this study indicates that students become 
disengaged from career pathways in the school domain, then agriculture teachers may 
need to evaluate their academic programs and teacher to student interactions. If this study 
indicates that students become disengaged from career pathways in the family and/or peer 
domains, then agriculture teachers may need to further investigate ways to develop early 
detection of risk factors and practices to reduce them. Trends in the research will be 
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examined for common risk factors so agriculture teachers can place emphasis on needed 
protective factors to increase the likelihood that students will develop resiliency in 
adverse situations.  
 Findings from this study will benefit agriculture teachers at the high school as 
well as guidance counselors and administrators who are influential in intervention 
practices. Prior research on risk and protective factors has been conducted on students’ 
involvement in criminal behavior, violence, and dropping out of school but little to no 
research exists on retention and academic performance within agricultural education.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Why Study Risk and Protective Factors? 
 According to Arthur et al. (2002), risk and protective factors are predictive of 
problem behaviors in youth and can be utilized to target preventative interventions. The 
question these factors are being applied to in Career and Technical Education Agriculture 
courses is “how do we encourage students to complete a career pathway?” If risk and 
protective factors are targeted early in agriculture courses, then teachers may be able to 
plan and implement programs to improve student retention.  
Risk Factors 
A single risk factor cannot be specifically traced as the “cause” of a behavior but 
identifying clusters of risk factors and the absence of protective factors can be helpful in 
understanding a child’s behavior (Farrington, 1996). Determining the origin of risk is 
complicated but some researchers have linked them to biological factors that may be 
present since birth. Low birth weight, a smaller baby, and complications onset from birth 
are associated with later criminal activity or behavioral problems. However, often times 
these outcomes are the result of mothers who smoked, drank alcohol, and used illegal 
drugs while pregnant complicating the debate on if risk factors are biological or the result 
of one’s environment (Arnold et al., 2002). One popular study within the field of risk and 
protective factors concluded that there is no “gene for crime” and that delinquent 
behavior cannot simply be traced back to a biological trait, that there are always 
environmental factors present in the lives of delinquent youth (Rutter et al, 1996). 
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Therefore, it is a more accepted method to examine the influences on youth to determine 
common themes that lead to offsetting behavior.  
Risk in the Family Domain 
Within the Family Domain, research suggests that children born to young mothers 
and to families that did not have a biological father in the home were more likely to 
exhibit problem behaviors (Morash & Rucker, 1989; Youth Justice Board, 2005). Also, 
children in low income families, living in poor housing, and part of a large family were 
also indicative of being at increased risk. However, Larzelere and Patterson (1990) found 
that once the data controlled for parenting and family management practices, these 
statistical association of these factors disappeared. Current research is congruent with this 
finding and suggests that risk factors within the family domain are better identified by 
family conflict, family history of criminal activity, and parental supervision and attitudes 
toward criminal behavior (Youth Justice Board, 2005).  
Even more so than family structure, family conflict is a major factor indicating 
problem behaviors. Multiple studies have compared children in single parent homes to 
those in a more traditional nuclear structure and concluded that conflict between two 
parents and/or conflict with at least one parent to the child is strongly correlated to 
delinquency (Farrington, 1992; McCord, 1982). Intact families with limited conflict and 
divorced families where there is an affectionate relationship between the parent and child 
produced much less frequent events of criminal activity in men (McCord, 1982).   
 In a 1995 study, Farrington found that children were more likely to become 
delinquent if one or both parents, or if an older sibling had been convicted of a crime. He 
concluded that while a history of family criminal activity does not tend to lead to early 
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delinquent behavior in children it does lead to subsequent problem behavior by the age of 
19 and into adulthood. Over 60% of boys who had fathers convicted of a crime were 
eventually convicted of a crime as well (Farrington et al., 1996).  
 Children who are poorly supervised, subject to harsh punishments, and abused by 
a parent are subject to early delinquency and in some cases involved in violent crime by 
the age of 21 (Newson & Newson, 1989; Patterson et al., 1998). Since these factors are 
associated with poor supervision, children often learn that poor behavior is a way to gain 
their parent’s attention even if it is through harsh discipline. This tactic leads to these 
children being outcast by peers in school and further grouping with students of a similar 
background, further becoming involved in anti-social acts (Patterson & Yoerger, 1997). 
Hawkins et al.(1995) found that parents who exhibited aggressive and violent behavior 
were more likely to have children who became violent than parents who did not.  
Risk in the School Domain 
Research suggests that quality of teaching and organization within the school are 
better indicators in explaining a student’s educational progress more often than statistics 
on their social background, sex, and age (Mortimore et al., 1988; Ouston et al., 1991). 
While schools can play a vital role in the development of students, even at risk students, 
there are still risk factors that originate from school that can be damaging to youth. 
Students that are low achieving, beginning in junior high school are more likely to be 
involved in crime or abuse drugs than average students (Maugin & Loeber, 1996). 
Farrington (1991) suggests that it is the child’s feelings and experiences of failure that 
lead to anti-social behavior rather than lack of ability itself.  
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Commitment to school is another indicator or risk and is measured through 
truancy by many researchers (Graham, 1988; Gottfredson, 1988; Johnston, 1991). These 
studies found that low school commitment is an indicator of problem behaviors in 
adolescents. In fact, nearly half of students who were truant became offenders compared 
to 18% of non-truants (West, 1982; Farrington 1996). Students who were truant were also 
often identified as being disruptive or troublesome in a study conducted by Graham 
(1988).  
Research on school disorganization has offered mixed results. Some studies have 
found that schools with high numbers of delinquents also have low levels of achievement, 
higher truancy, have less qualified teachers, poor relationships among students and 
teachers, and inconsistency with the enforcement of rules (Graham, 1988). The Youth 
Justice Board (2005) reported that high levels of punishment and low levels of praise by 
teachers were linked to delinquency. However, some researchers argue that the schools 
cannot be linked as specifically contributing to the risk of youth in these cases. The 
nature of the students who are living in homes with conflict, low socioeconomic status, 
and are exposed to other risks may in turn be the cause for high truancy rates and low 
levels of achievement (Farrington, 1993). Furthermore, less qualified teachers are often 
hired in struggling school districts that often have this demographic of student 
(Goldhaber et al., 2010).  
The area of school disorganization is still unclear as to the effect it has on 
students. Mitchell et at. (2010) studied the perception of school climate of fifth grade 
students and their teachers. He found that the two groups focused of different issues. The 
teachers were more sensitive to classroom level issues such as poor classroom 
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management and proportion of students with delinquent behavior. Students reported 
issues on the school level such as student mobility, teacher to student relationships, and 
principal turnover. Therefore, teachers may not understand how school disorganization 
affects their students since their perception is different. 
Risk in Individual Domain 
This domain further muddies the waters on whether biology or the environment 
plays more of a role in creating at risk youth. Hyperactivity, impulsive behavior, and 
difficulty maintaining concentration are all associated with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) which leads to anti-social behavior in children that 
persists through adulthood (Rutter et al., 1996). This causes concern because even more 
than just anti-social behavior, Savolainen et al. (2010) linked ADHD to criminal activity 
which also included violence. Rutter et al. (1996) theorized that ADHD contributed to 
poor social functioning rather than direct criminal activity. Low intelligence and 
attainment are often associated with this disorder and other studies have correlated these 
factors with later criminal behavior (Boisvert et al., 2013; Farrington, 2011). However, 
the research synthesis conducted by the Youth Justice Board (2005) found that ADHD 
was a strong indicator on delinquent and criminal behavior across multiple studies. 
A study by Kandel et al. (1994) found that children begin to shift their concrete 
views of right and wrong formed in primary school once they reach middle school and on 
into high school. This is an important stage for intervention because children who 
develop attitudes that condone criminal activity such as drug use or have a lack of social 
commitment are considered at risk (The Youth Justice Board, 2005). One group of 
researchers examined 728 juvenile youth for recidivism or repeated offences (Mulder et 
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al., 2010). They found that the participants shared common attitudes that rejected society 
and made them outcasts. However, the researchers concluded that these attitudes were 
influenced by treatment making them a prominent focus for interventions.  
The influence of peers plays a vital role in understanding risk within the 
individual domain. Children who are anti-social will tend to showcase homophily in 
choosing peers groups that exhibit similar behaviors to that of oneself (Lachman, Roman, 
& Cahill, 2012). Another early study by Reiss (1988) found that young offenders often 
commit delinquent acts in small groups which further increase the likelihood that 
negative peer influences will be a risk factor. This is simply due to the logistics that 
children have others willing to commit delinquent acts with. Removal of an individual 
from the negative peer group and spending increased time with family both reduce the 
risk of children committing delinquent acts (The Youth Justice Board, 2005).  
Controlling for the peer groups of youth also aids in limiting youth’s early 
involvement in crime and drug use which has been found to cause recidivist offenders. 
When comparing youth who experimented with drugs before the age of 14 to those who 
were exposed later researchers found that early initiation led to more serious drug abuse 
than simply recreational (Hemovich, Lac, & Crano, 2009; Robins & Przybeck, 1985). 
Likewise, early acts of violence led to chronic violent offenses (Thornberry, Huizinga, & 
Loeber, 1995).  
Risk in the Community Domain 
 While this study does not rely heavily on the community domain because the 
research is not a longitudinal study and it describes one location, other researchers have 
included it in their findings. Children living in deprived areas with poor living conditions, 
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high rates of unemployment, a deteriorating physical environment, and poor organization 
of their neighborhood are at increased risk for drug abuse, criminal activity, and dropping 
out of school (Glaster, 2012). When controlling for other individual, school, and family 
factors, locality and community was found to be most significant when children enter 
school and in late adolescence and affected children especially in areas of high 
deprivation and violent crime (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan & Aber, 1997; Sampson, 
Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997).  
 Many other community risk factors have been explored by researchers. 
Community disorganization in the form of a lack of police presence, few activities 
organized for young people, and with eyesores in the form of graffiti have been identified 
as presenting risks to youth through increased availability for drugs and little attachment 
to community (Dean & Hastings, 2000; Maguin et al., 1995; Power & Tunstall, 1997). 
This leads to low turnout in elections, a lack of parent involvement in schools, and for 
professionals working in the area to live elsewhere (Howell & Bilchik, 1995). These 
attitudes reflect the belief that change is beyond an individual’s control and further makes 
it difficult parents, schools, and churches to reinforce positive pro-social attitudes in 
youth (Sampson et al, 1997). 
 Additional research in the community domain has been conducted on topics such 
as availability of firearms and gun control and even on media portrayal of violence 
(Gentile, Mathieson, & Crick, 2011; Hemenway, 2013). However, Bottoms and Wiles 
(1997) established the accepted ideology within this field of research that it is difficult to 
separate the influence of living in a run-down neighborhood from other risk factors from 
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the family, school, and individual domains that cluster together. Furthermore, this is why 
the community domain was left out of the instrumentation for this study.  
Protective Factors and Resiliency 
 Protective factors not represent the absence or lack of risks in preventing children 
from involvement in anti-social behavior, but they also limit the effect of risk factors 
through increasing skills and competencies of the individual (Farrington & Ttofi, 2011). 
This is why children can be exposed to many clusters of risk factors and still mature to 
not behave anti-socially or commit criminal offenses. Coie et al. (1993) described the 
workings of protective factors in three distinctive ways as “preventing risk factors from 
ever occurring in a child’s life, interacting with a risk factor to block its adverse effects, 
or by interrupting the mediational chain by which a risk factor influences behavior” (as 
cited in The Youth Justice Board, 2005, p. 26).  
 It is impossible to discuss the strengthening of protective factors without 
mentioning resiliency because the research goes hand in hand. Masten (2005) stated 
“resiliency refers to a class of phenomena characterized by good outcomes in spite of 
serious threats to adaptation or development” (p. 116). Resiliency differs slightly from 
protective factors in that protective factors can prevent external risk all together while 
resiliency occurs in the face of adversity. Still, by building protective factors and 
reducing risk, interventionists are building the resiliency of youth and therefore we can 
assume that when protective factors are strengthened so is resiliency (Rutter, 1987). 
Masten (2005) used the terminology of risk and protective factors in her writing but also 
referred to protective factors as “assets” as do many resiliency researchers.  
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Some protective factors are impossible to encourage from an interventionist 
perspective. Being female is a biological protective factor in that research shows that girls 
commit less crime than men and their criminal careers are shorter (Makarios, Steiner, & 
Travis, 2010). Females are also less prone to ADHD than males which play a role in the 
individual risk factor domain (Rutter et al., 1996). The absence of genetic vulnerability 
such as the presence of ADHD and/or learning disabilities cannot be manipulated by 
interventionists (Ryff, 2012).  
  While some biological factors may be impossible to treat, there are others that 
can be targeted. Mental disorders and/or conditions such as schizophrenia, bi-polar 
disorder, anxiety, dementia, and more are serious and can even be deteriorating to one’s 
health even when medication and professional treatment is involved. Pharmaceuticals 
used to alter the biological processes that cause these disorders are an obvious part of 
treatment and increase in protective factors, but researchers have found that building a 
resilient attitude can have incredible results. Meyer and Mueser (2011) discussed the shift 
in the paradigm in recovery from mental illness from solely relying on medication to 
developing hope and optimism, self-determination, coming strategies, and openness to 
new experiences in order to build patient resilience.  
 There are common themes of resilience and protective factors that will transcend 
varying experiences such as traumatic events, low socioeconomic status, and even mental 
disabilities. Themes of resiliency were originally studied in the 1970’s on the 
development on school aged children and since then there have been thousands of studies 
that have contributed to the understanding of protective factors that can be beneficial in 
intervention programs (Bandura, 1995; Dubow & Luster, 1990; Farrington, 1995; 
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Fergusson and Lynskey, 1996; Garmezy, 1985; Lösel & Bliesener, 1994; Quinton & 
Rutter, 1988; Radke-Yarrow & Sherman, 1990; Rutter et al, 1996; Smith & Prior, 1995; 
Stattin et al 1993; Werner & Smith, 1982; Werner & Smith, 1992).  
Masten (2005) has brought together many of these studies in a research synthesis 
to describe common protective and resiliency factors. For children, positive attachment 
with caregivers such as parents, guardians, and family members is important especially 
since they are in the developmental stages. Multiple studies have showcased how a warm, 
supporting, affectionate relationship with caregivers can protect against drug use, 
criminal activity, and dropping out of high school in a variety of settings including two 
parent, one parent, and even foster care families (Brook et al., 1990; McCord, 1982; 
Sapienza & Masten, 2011). Positive attachments with other nurturing and caring adults 
such as teachers, boy and girl scout leaders, youth group leaders, and more can also 
positively influence youth (Masten & Wright, 2009).  
Intellectual and self-regulation protective factors can be built to increase 
resiliency in youth. Multiple studies have linked intelligence test scores to resiliency 
(Fergusson & Lynskey, 1996; Lösel & Bliesener, 1994; Stattin et al, 1997). Intellectual 
skills are valuable in that they increase the likelihood that an individual can make a 
logical decision instead of using poor judgment (Stattin et al., 1997). However, other 
researchers have concluded that self-regulation skills involving time management, the 
ability to self-discipline to reach goals, and involve pleasure of agency or effectiveness in 
the world are better indicators or resilience that intelligence (Masten, 2005; Nota, Soresi, 
& Zimmerman, 2004). Parents, teachers, coaches, and club sponsors can build self-
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regulation skills in children through mastery experiences where children learn self-
regulation skills in graduated steps in pursuit of a goal (Masten, 2005).  
Building one protective factor may strengthen others such as increased 
involvement in school leading to meeting new pro-social friends (Brook et al., 1990). 
Another example is how mastery experiences and the collection of mastery experiences 
can build a child’s self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is not like self-esteem in that self-efficacy 
is premised around a child’s feelings of ability to specific skills such as mathematics or 
reading and self-esteem is a measure of general self-worth (Bandura, 1982). Today, 
research suggests that interventions aimed at improving an individual’s self-efficacy are 
more effective than improving self-esteem because it is context specific (Tierney & 
Farmer, 2011). Self-efficacy leads to confidence, a stronger motivation to learn, and 
increases one’s ability to solve problems (Masten, 2005).  
Meaning making systems of belief that include religion, spirituality, faith, and 
hope also serve as a protective factor. According to Masten (2005), these belief systems 
offer a sense of purpose and meaning, sustain adaptive systems in the face of adversity, 
provide rituals of comfort in major life events (funeral, wedding), and even offer 
attachments bonds in both human and spiritual form. Similarly, attachment to effective 
schools and pro-social organizations can provide a sense of meaning for youth and they 
also allow students to develop self-regulation skills as they take on responsibilities. 
Researchers within career and technical education have examined reasons students 
participate in clubs and recognize the importance organizations such as the National FFA 
Organization have on preparing youth for post-secondary education and careers (Phelps, 
Henry, & Bird, 2012). An inviting school climate that promotes children’s social, 
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emotional, and civic competencies can build healthy relationships between students and 
staff that will serve as a foundation for resiliency (Cohen, 2013). Other than schools, 
sociocultural support services in a community that aid families such can also build 
resilience through youth involvement (Masten, 2005).  
The importance of pro-social friends and/or romantic partners can be easily 
understood by revisiting the consequences of following anti-social peers. Children often 
commit offenses in groups and tend to showcase homophily in selecting friends of similar 
interests and backgrounds (Lachman, Roman, & Cahill, 2012; Reiss, 1988). Therefore, 
choosing positive social relationships which can be developed through involvement in 
pro-social organizations and/or religious services can help anti-social ideas such as 
condoning of drug use to disappear (Mrug, Madan, & Windle, 2012).  
 Finally, a cultural identity that provides standards, rituals, relationships, and 
support serves as a protective factor. One study conducted on the rates to which Alaska 
Native students graduate college in comparison to the general population found that 
native students struggle with “walking in two worlds” (Wexler & Burke, 2011). When 
these students entered college they were exposed to Western values that are contradictory 
to their own and struggled with their sense of identity. Similar studies have been 
conducted on the effects of cultural identity on resiliency for members of the gay and 
lesbian community, middle eastern families, mixed races, and more (Eggerman, & 
Panter-Brick, 2010; Meyer, 2010; Jackson, Wolven, & Aguilera, 2013). Maintaining a 
sense of cultural identity while facing new situations is important to ensure an 
individual’s sense of purpose and belonging are not lost (Wexler & Burke, 2011).  
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Applying Risk and Protective Factors to Programs of Studies  
Prior research involving risk and protective factors has been conducted within the 
realm of crime, offending, and delinquent behaviors of youth. While risk factors are 
effective at predicting these behaviors, Farrington (2006) points out that they can be 
utilized in other areas of concern since risk factors contribute to a wide array of anti-
social behaviors. Other studies have used this theoretical framework to research the 
mental health of refugee children relocated to high income countries, suicidal ideation for 
Iraqi veterans, and adolescent dating violence (Fazel et al., 2012; Foshee et al., 2011; 
Pietrzak et al., 2010). Within the realm of education, researchers have used risk and 
protective factors to examine bullying at school, in predicting reading disabilities, and 
academic achievement for special populations such as African American males (Eklund, 
Torppa, & Lyytinen, 2013; Fantuzzo et al., 2012; Rose, & Espelage, 2012). One study 
examined the roles of guidance counselors on high school dropout rates (White & Kelly, 
2011).  
A popular model of assessing the risk and protective factors within a community 
is that implemented through “Communities that Care” using the social development 
strategy (Hawkins, Catalano, & Kuklinski, 2011). Specifically, the “Communities that 
Care Youth Questionnaire” was developed and can be implemented to determine the risk 
factors facing youth and identify the levels of protective factors that help guard against 
those risk factors. One example of utilizing the “Communities that Care” model in a non-
traditional setting was in Australia when it was utilized as part of a national injury 
prevention program (Kelly, & Toumbourou, 2011).  
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For this study, the “Communities that Care” model will be implemented to 
determine the risk and protective factors of students that were enrolled in agriculture 
courses at a rural Kentucky high school. The data will be analyzed to determine the 
differences in risk and protective factors for students that were able to become 
preparatory in a program of study and those who did not.  
Summary of Review of Literature 
In summary, evaluating the risk and protective factors facing youth is a valuable 
tool to a community seeking to improve upon anti-social behaviors (Hawkins, Catalano, 
& Miller, 1992). The social development strategy involves analyzing these factors 
specifically within the family, community, school, and individual domains to better target 
needs for intervention (Gloppen et al., 2012). This analysis can be beneficial in a variety 
of ways to address problems such as dropout rates in school, learning disabilities, and 
substance abuse (Rose, & Espelage, 2012; Eklund, Torppa, & Lyytinen, 2013; Masten & 
Wright, 2009).  
There is a need for agriculture educators and career and technical education 
professionals to better understand factors that may play into retention of students in 
programs of studies (Hughes & Karp, 2006). Programs of study better prepare students 
for post-secondary education and careers and agriculture programs are evaluated on their 
effectiveness to prepare students for college and careers (Hinkson & Keith, 2002). The 
social development strategy can be effective in analyzing the risk and protective factors 
that agricultural education students face in their pursuit to complete a program of study. 
While this theoretical framework is usually intended to identify and analyze at risk 
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behaviors in individuals, it can also identify risk in the attitudes and behaviors students’ 
exhibit while in agricultural education courses.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of the research is to determine how protective and risk factors differ 
for preparatory and non-preparatory students of agricultural education at Anderson 
County High School. 
Objectives 
The specific research questions guiding this research were: 
1. Identify the risk factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses.  
2. Determine the difference in risk factors between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students enrolled in agriculture education courses. 
3. Identify the protective factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses.  
4. Determine the difference in protective factors between preparatory and non-
preparatory students enrolled in agriculture education courses. 
Research Design 
 A descriptive design was used for this study. Williams (2007) described 
descriptive research as examining a situation as it exists in its current state and as the 
“identification of attributes of a particular phenomenon based on an observational basis” 
(p. 66). The variables identified were the risk factors and protective factors of preparatory 
and non-preparatory students in a program of study. Preparatory status is defined as 
students who passed three agriculture education courses within a career pathway and 
were eligible to take a KOSSA exam. The risk and protective factors were measured by 
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an instrument created by the researcher and based on principles of the Communities that 
Care program. Research began after receiving permission from the Office of Research 
Integrity at the University of Kentucky. The assigned review number for the research is 
13-0185-P4S. 
Population 
Preparatory and Non-Preparatory Agriculture Students 
 School enrollment records and KOSSA scores were utilized to determine which 
students were completers in a career pathway or program of study. KOSSA scores are 
released each year by the Kentucky Department of Education and sent to career and 
technical education teachers and CTE coordinators. The KOSSA scores are then coded 
into the Technical Education Database System (TEDS) along with the preparatory and 
completer status of each student by the teachers and CTE coordinator at Anderson 
County High School. The Technical Education Database System provided an accurate 
system for identifying students as preparatory or non-preparatory for this study.  
 The target population of this study included graduated seniors from the 2012-
2013 academic school year who had taken a minimum of one agriculture course during 
their four years at Anderson County High School. A census was attempted by the 
researcher; students were identified (N = 51) by the researcher and high school guidance 
counselors as having taken a minimum of one agriculture course. Two students declined 
to participate leaving a sample size of 49 students to participate in the study. 
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Instrumentation 
Communities that Care Questionnaire 
 A questionnaire developed by the researcher based on the Communities that Care 
questionnaire (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992) was the data source used to determine 
the risk and protective factors of agricultural education students at Anderson County 
High School. The original Communities that Care questionnaire was funded by the 
Center for Substance Abuse Prevention of the U.S. Department of Health & Human 
Services and researchers administered it to 72,000 students across six states (Arthur & 
Blitz, 2000). The test items were derived from prior research that used various 
instruments such as the Monitoring the Future questionnaire and the American Drug and 
Alcohol questionnaire (Johnston, O’Malley, & Bachman, 1995; Oetting and Beauvais, 
1990). The questionnaire was developed to provide a holistic approach to understanding 
risk and protective factors in a longitudinal perspective (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 
1992).  
Arthur et al. (2002) described the formation and testing of the Communities that 
Care Questionaire:  
 The questionnaire development process included five stages: (a) formation of a 
pool of items hypothesized to measure the constructs of interest; (b)cognitive 
pretesting of potential questionnaire items; (c) pilot testing of the questionnaire 
instrument and classroom administration procedures; (d) selection of items and 
scales for the final instrument using data from a statewide probability sample of 
public school children in Grades 6, 8, and 11 in Oregon; and (e) assessment of 
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the reliability and validity of the resulting risk and protective factor scales. (p. 
578). 
The Communities that Care Questionnaire was developed to include questions 
measuring risk and protective factors within three constructs or domains as described in 
the review of literature: Family Domain which deals with family communication and 
expectations, School Domain which consists of school attachment and meaningful 
activities, and the Individual Domain which consists of peer influences and personal 
decisions regarding risk and protective behaviors (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992).  
Instrument Developed based on CCP 
 For this study, the researcher adapted a questionnaire based on the Communities 
that Care program to include information pertaining to students’ experiences in 
agriculture education courses instead of generalizing school coursework. This also 
allowed the researcher to assess student motivation to complete coursework, interest in 
subject matter, and amount of effort on agriculture courses versus general or required 
courses. The community domain of the Communities that Care program was left out 
since the original instrument is used to compare students across the nation whereas 
participants in this study are from the same community and expected to present similar 
results. The adapted questionnaire was submitted to a panel of experts (n=3) within the 
Community and Leadership Department with experience in quantitative research 
methods. The panel examined the instrument for face and content validity. Suggestions 
were given by the panel of experts and improvements were made on clarifying language 
for questionnaire participants, writing all questionnaire questions in the same tense, and 
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making scales congruent throughout the instrument. No amendments affected the overall 
meaning and interpretation of the instrument. 
 Finally, a pilot test was administered to nineteen former graduates of Anderson 
County High School from the 2011-2012 school year who had also taken a minimum of 
one agriculture course. The instrument was administered two weeks apart to test the 
validity of questionnaire questions. In administering the pilot study, the researcher further 
clarified language in the questionnaire that was confusing or unclear to participants. Also, 
the researcher revised one questions to improve face and content validity to keep it part 
of the instrument. Dichotomous questions were used on the instrumentation and therefore 
did not have to be tested for reliability (Hoyle, Harris, & Judd, 2002). 
Data Collection 
 Once participants were identified data was collected using the Technical 
Education Database System (TEDS) to identify students who had completed a minimum 
of one agriculture education course. Then, each student was contacted via phone to 
participate in an oral interview where the researcher went through and completed the 
questionnaire with each consenting participant as approved by the University of 
Kentucky Office of Research Integrity. Phone numbers were obtained using the Infinite 
Campus system at Anderson County High School which stores contact information for all 
students. Research supports the use of using phone interviews as a means of collecting 
data for small populations quickly and efficiently (Burke & Miller, 2001).Before 
administering the questionnaire the researcher read aloud an assent script to obtain 
consent which was approved by the University of Kentucky Office of Research Integrity.  
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Non-response error is described as bias in survey measurements due either to the 
fact that a respondent could not be contacted at all, or to the fact that the respondent 
refused or failed to provide some subset of the information sought by the surveyor 
(Sullivan, 1991). To control for non-response error the researcher utilized cell phone 
contact information in addition to home phone information from the school’s Infinite 
Campus database. Although, the sample did not represent a full census, the 97% response 
rate is above the threshold set by the US Census Bureau (M. Peas, personal 
communication, July 5, 2013). The researcher also conducted the questionnaire in 15 
minutes or less to cause less of an inconvenience to participants.  
Data Analysis 
 Data was analyzed with SPSS Statistics Data Editor. For research objectives one 
and three the researcher wanted descriptive statistics to identify every risk and protective 
factor in relation with the preparatory status of the students. Contingency tables or 
“crosstabs” provide simple frequencies and percentages (Powers, 2008) and were 
therefore created to analyze objectives one and three of this study which state: “1. 
Identify the risk factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses” and “3. Identify the protective factors of preparatory and 
non-preparatory students enrolled in agriculture education courses”.  
 Objectives two and four sought to determine the differences in risk and protective 
factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students. This was determined by running a 
Pearson chi-square to complete a test of independence assessing whether paired 
observations on two variables are independent of each other (Greenwood & Nikulin, 
1996). According to O'Brien and Fleming (1979) Pearson chi-square tests yielding an 
31 
alpha level of p ≤ .05 indicates the variables are different and levels of p ≥ .05 cannot be 
deemed as different.  
Limitations of the Study 
1. The study cannot account for scheduling priorities such as required coursework which 
could have limited students’ ability to sign up for agriculture courses 
2. Due to accessibility of information the study will only examine one school in the state 
of Kentucky 
3. The researcher also served as a teacher at Anderson County High School the prior year 
to the study so teacher bias could not be controlled for 
4. The results and conclusions are limited to the findings and cannot be inferred as cause 
and effect 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
Objective 1 & Objective 2 
1. Identify the risk factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses.  
2. Determine the difference in risk factors between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students enrolled in agriculture education courses. 
 To identify the risk factors of preparatory and non-preparatory agricultural 
education students at Anderson County High School the researcher designed a series of 
questions to measure family, school, and individual influences. The frequency and 
percentage within each group is reported to meet research objective one. Also, for 
simplicity, the researcher provided the results for research objective two: to determine the 
differences in risk factors between preparatory and non-preparatory students. This was 
determined by running a Pearson chi-square to complete a test of independence assessing 
whether paired observations on two variables are independent of each other (Greenwood 
& Nikulin, 1996). In other words, this was to test whether or not the statement assessing 
risk has an influence on the students’ preparatory status. The results of objectives 1 and 2 
within the Family Risk Domain are presented in Table 4.1.  
Table 4.1 
Family Risk Factors 
People in my family often insult or yell at each other. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 7 (33.3%) 14 (66.7%) 21 
Preparatory 12 (42.9%) 16 (57.1%) 28 
Total 19 (38.8%) 30 (61.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .498, p ≤ .05 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 
People in my family have serious arguments. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 7 (33.3%) 14 (66.7%) 21 
Preparatory 16 (57.1%) 12 (42.9%) 28 
Total 23 (46.9%) 26 (53.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .098, p ≤ .05 
We argue about the same things in my family over and over. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 10 (47.6%) 11 (52.4%) 21 
Preparatory 13 (46.4%) 15 (53.6%) 28 
Total 23 (46.9%) 26 (53.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .934, p ≤ .05 
I have at one time temporarily or permanently moved out of my guardian’s home. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 2 (9.5%) 19 (90.5) 21 
Preparatory 4 (14.3%) 24 (85.7%) 28 
Total 6 (12.2%) 43 (87.8%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .615, p ≤ .05 
People in my family do not get along. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 16 (76.2%) 5 (23.8%) 21 
Preparatory 14 (50.0%) 14 (50.0%) 28 
Total 30 (61.2%) 19 (38.8%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .063, p ≤ .05 
Does anyone in your family have a severe alcohol or drug problem? 
 Yes No Not Sure Total 
Non-preparatory 5 (23.8%) 13 (61.9%) 3 (14.3%) 21 
Preparatory 9 (32.1%) 14 (50.0%) 5 (17.9%) 28 
Total 14 (28.6%) 7 (55.1%) 8 (16.3%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .707, p ≤ .05  
Do any of your brothers or sisters ever: drink beer, wine or hard liquor (for 
example, vodka, whiskey or gin)? 
 Yes No Not Sure Total 
Non-preparatory 9 (42.9%) 11 (52.4%) 1 (4.8%) 21 
Preparatory 12 (42.9%) 13 (46.4%) 3 (10.7%) 28 
Total 21 (42.9%) 24 (49.0%) 4 (8.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .738, p ≤ .05  
Do any of your brothers or sisters: smoke marijuana? 
 Yes No Not Sure Total 
Non-preparatory 3 (14.3%) 17 (81.0%) 1 (4.8%) 21 
Preparatory 5 (17.9%) 20 (71.4%) 3 (10.7%) 28 
Total 8 (16.3%) 37 (75.5%) 4 (8.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .684, p ≤ .05  
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 
Have any of your brothers or sisters ever: been suspended or expelled from 
school? 
 Yes No Not Sure Total 
Non-preparatory 5 (23.8%) 16 (76.2%) 0 (0.0%) 21 
Preparatory 9 (32.1%) 17 (60.7%) 2 (7.1%) 28 
Total 14 (28.6%) 33 (67.3%) 2 (4.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .330, p ≤ .05  
 
The posed risk statement People in my family often insult or yell at each other 
results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, seven 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 12 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .498 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the exposure to people in their family insulting or yelling at 
each other between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement People in my family have serious arguments results are 
presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, seven students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 16 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .098 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the exposure to people in their family having serious arguments between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement We argue about the same things in my family over and 
over results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 10 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 13 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .934 which does not indicate a 
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difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the exposure to their families arguing about the same things 
over and over between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I have at one time temporarily or permanently moved 
out of my guardian’s home results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as 
non-preparatory, 2 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 4 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .615 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory. Therefore, it is 
assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to temporarily or permanently moving 
out of their guardian’s home between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement People in my family do not get along results are 
presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 16 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 14 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .063 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the exposure to people in their family not getting along between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement Does anyone in your family have a severe alcohol or 
drug problem results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 5 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 9 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .707 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
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is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to family members with a severe 
alcohol or drug problem between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement Do any of your brothers or sisters ever: drink beer, wine 
or hard liquor (for example, vodka, whiskey or gin) results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 
21 students classified as non-preparatory, 9 students answered yes. Of the 28 students 
classified as preparatory, 12 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded 
a value of .738 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure 
to their siblings drinking beer, wine or hard liquor between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement Do any of your brothers or sisters: smoke marijuana 
results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 3 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 5 answered yes. The results of 
the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .684 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the exposure to their siblings smoking marijuana between preparatory 
and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement Have any of your brothers or sisters ever: been 
suspended or expelled from school results are presented in Table 4.1. Of 21 students 
classified as non-preparatory, 5 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as 
preparatory, 9 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of 
.330 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory 
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students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to their 
siblings being expelled from school between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The results of objectives 1 and 2 seeking to identify School risk factors and to 
determine the difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students are presented 
in Table 4.2. The posed risk statement In high school, I considered myself to be a 
“struggling” student results are presented in Table 4.2. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 1 student answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 0 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .234 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to their feelings of being a 
struggling student between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
Table 4.2 
School Risk Factors 
In high school, I considered myself to be a “struggling” student. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 1 (4.8%) 20 (95.2%) 21 
Preparatory 0 (0.0%) 28 (100.0%) 28 
Total 1 (2.0%) 48 (98.0%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .243, p ≤ .05 
I performed worse in my agriculture courses than in my required courses. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 1 (4.8%) 20 (95.2%) 21 
Preparatory 0 (0.0%) 28 (100.0%) 28 
Total 1 (2.0%) 48 (98.0%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .243, p ≤ .05 
I did the opposite of what teachers told me, just to get them mad. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 4 (19.0%) 17 (81.0%) 21 
Preparatory 6 (21.4%) 22 (78.6%) 28 
Total 10 (20.4%) 39 (79.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .838, p ≤ .05 
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Table 4.2 (continued) 
 
I ignored rules that got in my way. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 5 (23.8%) 16 (76.2%) 21 
Preparatory 3 (10.7%) 25 (89.3%) 28 
Total 8 (16.3%) 41 (83.7%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .220, p ≤ .05 
I liked to see how much I could get away with. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 4 (19.0%) 17 (81.0%) 21 
Preparatory 6 (21.4%) 22 (78.6%) 28 
Total 10 (20.4%) 39 (79.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .838, p ≤ .05 
I acted out in school to get attention. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 4 (19.0%) 17 (81.0%) 21 
Preparatory 2 (7.1%) 26 (92.9%) 28 
Total 6 (12.2%) 43 (87.8%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .208, p ≤ .05 
 
The posed risk statement I performed worse in my agriculture courses than in my 
required courses results are presented in Table 4.2. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 1 student answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 0 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .243 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to performing worse in their 
agriculture courses than required courses between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. 
The posed risk statement I did the opposite of what teachers told me, just to get 
them mad results are presented in Table 4.2. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 
4 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 6 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .838 which does not indicate a 
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difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the exposure to students doing the opposite of what teachers 
told them between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I ignored rules that got in my way results are presented 
in Table 4.2. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 5 students answered yes. Of 
the 28 students classified as preparatory, 3 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi 
Square yielded a value of .220 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory 
and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
exposure to students ignoring rules that got in their way between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I liked to see how much I could get away with results are 
presented in Table 4.2. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 4 students answered 
yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 6 answered yes. The results of the 
Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .838 which does not indicate a difference between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no 
difference in the exposure to students liked to see how much they could get away with 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I acted out in school to get attention results are 
presented in Table 4.2. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 4 students answered 
yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 2 answered yes. The results of the 
Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .208 which does not indicate a difference between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no 
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difference in the exposure to students acting out in school to get attention between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The results of objectives 1 and 2 seeking to identify Individual risk factors and to 
determine the difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students are presented 
in Table 4.3. The posed risk statement I’ve had friends who have been suspended from 
school results are presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 14 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 19 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .930 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the exposure to friends who have been suspended from 
school between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
Table 4.3 
Individual Risk Factors 
I’ve had friends who have been suspended from school. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 14 (66.7%) 7 (33.3%) 21 
Preparatory 19 (67.9%) 9 (32.1%) 28 
Total 33 (67.3%) 16 (32.7%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .930, p ≤ .05 
I’ve had friends who sold illegal drugs while in school. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 6 (28.6%) 15 (71.4%) 21 
Preparatory 8 (28.6%) 20 (57.1%) 28 
Total 14 (28.6%) 35 (71.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= 1.00, p ≤ .05 
I’ve had friends that were arrested while they were school age 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 10 (47.6%) 11 (52.4%) 21 
Preparatory 12 (42.9%) 16 (57.1%) 28 
Total 22 (44.9%) 27 (55.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .740, p ≤ .05 
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Table 4.3 (continued) 
 
I’ve had friends that dropped out of school. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 8 (38.1%) 13 (61.9%) 21 
Preparatory 12 (42.9%) 16 (57.1%) 28 
Total 20 (40.8%) 29 (59.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .737, p ≤ .05 
I had friends in high school who smoked cigarettes. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 16 (76.2%) 5 (23.8%) 21 
Preparatory 23 (82.1%) 5 (17.9%) 28 
Total 39 (79.6%) 10 (20.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .609, p ≤ .05 
I had friends who tried beer, wine or hard liquor. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 17 (81.0%) 4 (19.0%) 21 
Preparatory 22 (78.6%) 6 (21.4%) 28 
Total 39 (79.6%) 10 (20.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .838, p ≤ .05 
I had friends who used marijuana. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 14 (66.7%) 7 (33.3%) 21 
Preparatory 21 (75.0%) 7 (25.0%) 28 
Total 35 (71.4%) 14 (28.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .523, p ≤ .05 
I had friends who used LSD, cocaine, amphetamines, or other illegal drugs. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 3 (14.3%) 18 (85.7%) 21 
Preparatory 10 (35.7%) 18 (64.3%) 28 
Total 13 (26.5%) 36 (73.5%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .093, p ≤ .05 
 
The posed risk statement I’ve had friends who sold illegal drugs while in school 
results are presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 6 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 8 answered yes. The results of 
the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of 1.00 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
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no difference in the exposure to friends who sold illegal drugs while in school between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement  I’ve had friends that were arrested while they were 
school age results are presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 10 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 12 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .740 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure friends that were arrested while 
school age between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I’ve had friends that dropped out of school results are 
presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 8 students answered 
yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 12 answered yes. The results of the 
Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .737 which does not indicate a difference between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no 
difference in the exposure to friends that dropped out of school between preparatory and 
non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I had friends in high school who smoked cigarettes 
results are presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 16 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 23 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .609 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the exposure to friends who smoked cigarettes between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
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The posed risk statement I had friends who tried beer, wine or hard liquor results 
are presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 17 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 22 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .838 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the exposure to friends who tried beer, wine, or hard liquor between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed risk statement I had friends who used marijuana results are presented 
in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 14 students answered yes. Of 
the 28 students classified as preparatory, 21 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi 
Square yielded a value of .523 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory 
and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
exposure to friends who used marijuana between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. 
The posed risk statement I had friends who used LSD, cocaine, amphetamines, or 
other illegal drugs results are presented in Table 4.3. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 3 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 10 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .093 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to friends who used LSD, cocaine, 
amphetamines, or other illegal drugs between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
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Objective 3 & Objective 4 
3. Identify the protective factors of preparatory and non-preparatory students enrolled in 
agriculture education courses.  
4. Determine the difference in protective factors between preparatory and non-
preparatory students enrolled in agriculture education courses. 
To identify the protective factors of preparatory and non-preparatory agriculture 
education students at Anderson County High School the researcher designed a series of 
questions to measure family, school, and individual influences. The frequency and 
percentage within each group is reported to meet research objective three. Also, for 
simplicity, the researcher provided the results for research objective four: to determine 
the differences in protective factors between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
This was determined by running a Pearson chi-square to complete a test of independence 
assessing whether paired observations on two variables are independent of each other 
(Greenwood & Nikulin, 1996). In other words, this was to test whether or not the 
statement assessing protective factors has an influence on the students’ preparatory status. 
The results of objectives 3 and 4 seeking to identify Family Protective factors and to 
determine the difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students are presented 
in Table 4.4.  
Table 4.4 
Family Protective Factors 
My parents ask if I’ve gotten my homework done. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 13 (61.9%) 8 (38.1%) 21 
Preparatory 18 (64.3%) 10 (35.7%) 28 
Total 31 (63.3%) 18 (36.7%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .864, p ≤ .05 
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Table 4.4 (continued)  
 
The rules in my family are clear. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 20 (95.2%) 1 (4.8%) 21 
Preparatory 27 (96.4%) 1 (3.6%) 28 
Total 47 (95.9%) 2 (4.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .835, p ≤ .05 
My family has clear rules about alcohol and drug use. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 19 (90.5%) 2 (9.5%) 21 
Preparatory 27 (96.4%) 1 (36%) 28 
Total 46 (93.9%) 3 (6.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .390, p ≤ .05 
My parents care if I skip school. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 19 (90.5%) 2 (9.5%) 21 
Preparatory 22 (78.6%) 6 (21.4%) 28 
Total 41 (83.7%) 8 (16.3%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .265, p ≤ .05 
Do you feel very close to your mother? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 18 (85.7%) 3 (14.3%) 21 
Preparatory 21 (75.0%) 7 (25.0%) 28 
Total 39 (79.6%) 10 (20.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .357, p ≤ .05 
Do you share your thoughts and feelings with your mother? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 17 (81.0%) 4 (19.0%) 21 
Preparatory 18 (64.3%) 10 (35.7%) 28 
Total 35 (71.4%) 14 (28.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .201, p ≤ .05 
Do you feel very close to your father? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 13 (61.9%) 8 (38.1%) 21 
Preparatory 20 (71.4%) 8 (28.6%) 28 
Total 33 (67.3%) 16 (32.7%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .482, p ≤ .05 
Do you share your thoughts and feelings with your father? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 13 (61.9%) 8 (38.1%) 21 
Preparatory 14 (50.0%) 14 (50.0%) 28 
Total 27 (55.1%) 22 (44.9%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .407, p ≤ .05 
 
 
46 
Table 4.4 (continued) 
 
My parents give me lots of chances to do fun things with them. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 17 (81.0%) 4 (19.0%) 21 
Preparatory 18 (64.3%) 10 (35.7%) 28 
Total 35 (71.4%) 14 (28.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .201, p ≤ .05 
My parents ask me what I think before most family decisions affecting me are made. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 12 (57.1%) 9 (42.9%) 21 
Preparatory 18 (64.3% 10 (35.7%) 28 
Total 30 (61.2%) 19 (38.8%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .612, p ≤ .05 
If I had a personal problem, I could ask my mom for help. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 16 (76.2%) 5 (23.8%) 21 
Preparatory 24 (85.7%) 4 (14.3%) 28 
Total 40 (81.6%) 9 (18.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .394, p ≤ .05 
If I had a personal problem, I could ask my dad for help. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 13 (61.9%) 8 (38.1%) 21 
Preparatory 21 (75.0%) 7 (25.0%) 28 
Total 34 (64.9%) 15 (30.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .325, p ≤ .05 
My parents attend school functions that I participate in. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 16 (76.2%) 5 (23.8%) 21 
Preparatory 24 (85.7%) 4 (14.3%) 28 
Total 40 (81.6%) 9 (18.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .394, p ≤ .05 
My parents notice when I am doing a good job. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 18 (85.7%) 3 (14.3%) 21 
Preparatory 25 (89.3%) 3 (10.7%) 28 
Total 43 (87.8%) 6 (12.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .706, p ≤ .05 
My parents tell me they are proud of me. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 20 (95.2%) 1 (4.8%) 21 
Preparatory 25 (89.3%) 3 (10.7%) 28 
Total 45 (91.8%) 4 (8.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .451, p ≤ .05 
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Table 4.4 (continued) 
 
Do you enjoy spending time with your mother? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 18 (85.7%) 3 (14.3%) 21 
Preparatory 22 (78.6%) 6 (21.4%) 28 
Total 40 (81.6%) 9 (18.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .523, p ≤ .05 
Do you enjoy spending time with your father? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 15 (71.4%) 6 (28.6%) 21 
Preparatory 23 (2.1%) 5 (17.9%) 28 
Total 38 (77.6%) 11 (22.4%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .374, p ≤ .05 
 
The posed protective statement My parents ask if I’ve gotten my homework done 
results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 13 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 18 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .864 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the exposure to their parents asking if they have gotten their 
homework done between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement The rules in my family are clear results are 
presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 20 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 27 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .835 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the rules in their family being clear between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
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The posed protective statement My family has clear rules about alcohol and drug 
use results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 19 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 27 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .390 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in their family having clear rules about alcohol and drug use 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement My parents care if I skip school results are 
presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 19 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 22 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .265 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in their parents care if I skip school between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement Do you feel very close to your mother results are 
presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 18 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 21 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .357 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in their perceptions of feeling close the one’s mother between preparatory 
and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement Do you share your thoughts and feelings with 
your mother results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-
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preparatory, 17 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 18 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .201 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in students sharing their thoughts and feelings with 
their mother between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement Do you feel very close to your father results are 
presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 13 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 20 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .482 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the students feeling close to their father between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement Do you share your thoughts and feelings with 
your father results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 13 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 14 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .407 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in students sharing their thoughts and feelings with 
their father between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement My parents give me lots of chances to do fun 
things with them results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 17 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 18 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .201 which does 
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not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in students’ parents giving them lots of chances to 
do fun things with them between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement My parents ask me what I think before most family 
decisions affecting me are made results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students 
classified as non-preparatory, 12 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as 
preparatory, 18 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of 
.612 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in students’ parents asking 
what I think before making most family decisions affecting me between preparatory and 
non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement If I had a personal problem, I could ask my mom 
for help results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 
16 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 24 answered yes. 
The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .394 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in students asking their mom for help if they have a personal 
problem between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement If I had a personal problem, I could ask my dad 
for help results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 
13 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 21 answered yes. 
The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .325 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
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that there is no difference in students asking their dad for help if they have a personal 
problem between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement My parents attend school functions that I 
participate in results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 16 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 24 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .394 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in parents attending school functions their children 
participate in between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement My parents notice when I am doing a good job 
results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 18 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 25 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .706 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in student’s parents noticing when I am doing a good job 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement My parents tell me they are proud of me results 
are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 20 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 25 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .451 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the exposure to parents telling me they are proud of me between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
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The posed protective statement Do you enjoy spending time with your mother 
results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 18 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 22 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .523 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in students enjoying spending time with their mother between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement Do you enjoy spending time with your father 
results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 15 
students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 23 answered yes. The 
results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .374 which does not indicate a 
difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed 
that there is no difference in students enjoying spending time with their fathers between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The results of objectives 3 and 4 seeking to identify School Protective factors and 
to determine the difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students are 
presented in Table 4.5. The posed protective statement Were your school grades better 
than the grades of most students in your required classes results are presented in Table 
4.5. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 14 students answered yes. Of the 28 
students classified as preparatory, 17 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square 
yielded a value of .669 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and 
non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
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perceptions of school grades being better than the grades of most students in required 
courses between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
Table 4.5 
School Protective Factors 
Were your school grades better than the grades of most students in your required classes? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 14 (66.7%) 7 (33.3%) 21 
Preparatory 17 (60.7%) 11 (39.3%) 28 
Total 31 (63.3%) 18 (36.7%)  
x² (1, N=49)= .669, p ≤ .05 
Were your school grades better than the grades of most students in your agriculture 
classes? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 13 (61.9%) 8 (38.1%) 21 
Preparatory 19 (67.9%) 8 (28.6%) 28 
Total 32 (65.3%) 16 (32.7%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .563, p ≤ .05 
I often felt that the schoolwork I was assigned in my agriculture courses was meaningful 
and important. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 9 (42.9%) 12 (57.1%) 21 
Preparatory 14 (50.0%) 14 (50.0%) 28 
Total 23 (46.9%) 26 (53.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .620, p ≤ .05 
I often tried my best while working in my agriculture courses. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 15 (71.4%) 6 (28.6%) 21 
Preparatory 22 (78.6%) 6 (21.4%) 28 
Total 37 (75.5%) 12 (24.5%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .565, p ≤ .05 
In my agriculture courses, students had lots of chances to help make decisions (e.g., on 
class activities, rules, etc.). 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 21 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 21 
Preparatory 27 (96.4%) 1 (3.6%) 28 
Total 48 (98.0%) 1 (2.0%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .382, p ≤ .05 
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Table 4.5 (continued) 
 
There were lots of chances for me to talk with my agriculture teacher(s) one-on- 
one. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 17 (81.0%) 4 (19.0%) 21 
Preparatory 26 (92.9%) 2 (7.1%) 28 
Total 43 (87.8%) 6 (12.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .208, p ≤ .05 
My agriculture teacher(s) noticed when I am did a good job and let me know about it. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 19 (90.5%) 2 (9.5%) 21 
Preparatory 26 (92.9%) 2 (7.1%) 28 
Total 45 (91.8%) 4 (8.2%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .763, p ≤ .05 
I felt safe at my school. 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 17 (81.0%) 4 (19.0%) 21 
Preparatory 24 (85.7%) 4 (14.3%) 28 
Total 41 (83.7%) 8 (16.3%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .655, p ≤ .05 
 
The posed protective statement Were your school grades better than the grades of 
most students in your agriculture classes results are presented in Table 4.5. Of 21 
students classified as non-preparatory, 13 students answered yes. Of the 28 students 
classified as preparatory, 19 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded 
a value of .563 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
perceptions of school grades better than the grades of most students in agriculture courses 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement I often felt that the schoolwork I was assigned in 
my agriculture courses was meaningful and important results are presented in Table 4.5. 
Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 9 students answered yes. Of the 28 students 
classified as preparatory, 14 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded 
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a value of .620 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
perceptions of schoolwork assigned in agriculture courses as meaningful and important 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement I often tried my best while working in my 
agriculture courses results are presented in Table 4.5. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 15 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 22 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .565 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the effort students exerted in their agriculture 
courses between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement In my agriculture courses, students had lots of 
chances to help make decisions (e.g., on class activities, rules, etc.) results are presented 
in Table 4.5. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 21 students answered yes. Of 
the 28 students classified as preparatory, 27 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi 
Square yielded a value of .382 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory 
and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
opportunities students had to help make decisions in agriculture courses between 
preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement There were lots of chances for me to talk with my 
agriculture teacher(s) one-on-one results are presented in Table 4.5. Of 21 students 
classified as non-preparatory, 17 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as 
preparatory, 26 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of 
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.208 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the opportunities students 
had to talk one-on-one with agriculture teachers between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. 
The posed protective statement My agriculture teacher(s) noticed when I am did a 
good job and let me know about it results are presented in Table 4.5. Of 21 students 
classified as non-preparatory, 19 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as 
preparatory, 26 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of 
.763 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to the 
agriculture teacher noticing when I did a good job between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement I felt safe at my school results are presented in 
Table 4.5. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 17 students answered yes. Of the 
28 students classified as preparatory, 24 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi 
Square yielded a value of .655 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory 
and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the 
students feeling safe at school between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The results of objectives 3 and 4 seeking to identify Individual Protective factors 
and to determine the difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students are 
presented in Table 4.6. The posed protective statement Did you attend religious meetings 
or services on a monthly basis while in high school results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 
21 students classified as non-preparatory, 10 students answered yes. Of the 28 students 
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classified as preparatory, 14 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded 
a value of .869 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the attendance 
to religious meetings or services on a monthly basis between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
Table 4.6 
Individual Protective Factors 
Did you attend religious meetings or services on a monthly basis while in high school? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 10 (47.6%) 11 (52.4%) 21 
Preparatory 14 (50.0%) 14 (50.0%) 28 
Total 24 (49.0%) 25 (51.0%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .869, p ≤ .05 
Did you have friends that participated in CTE organizations or clubs specifically? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 7 (33.3%) 14 (66.7%) 21 
Preparatory 16 (57.1%) 12 (42.9%) 28 
Total 23 (46.9%) 26 (53.1%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .098, p ≤ .05 
Did you have friends that made a commitment to stay drug-free? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 12 (57.1%) 9 (42.9%) 21 
Preparatory 22 (78.6%) 6 (21.4%) 28 
Total 34 (69.4%) 15 (30.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .107, p ≤ .05 
Did any of your close friends like school? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 16 (76.2%) 5 (23.8%) 21 
Preparatory 19 (67.9%) 9 (32.1%) 28 
Total 35 (71.4%) 14 (28.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .523, p ≤ .05 
Did you have friends that regularly attended religious services? 
 Yes No Total 
Non-preparatory 14 (66.7%) 7 (33.3%) 21 
Preparatory 20 (71.4%) 8 (28.6%) 28 
Total 34 (69.4%) 15 (30.6%) 49 
x² (1, N=49)= .720, p ≤ .05 
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The posed protective statement Did you have friends that participated in CTE 
organizations or clubs specifically results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students 
classified as non-preparatory, 7 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as 
preparatory, 16 answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of 
.098 which does not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is no difference in the presence of friends 
who participated in CTE organizations or clubs between preparatory and non-preparatory 
students. 
The posed protective statement Did you have friends that made a commitment to 
stay drug-free results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 12 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 22 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .107 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to friends who made a commitment 
to stay drug free between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
The posed protective statement Did any of your close friends like school results 
are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-preparatory, 16 students 
answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 19 answered yes. The results 
of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .523 which does not indicate a difference 
between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it is assumed that there is 
no difference in the exposure to friends who liked school between preparatory and non-
preparatory students. 
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The posed protective statement Did you have friends that regularly attended 
religious services results are presented in Table 4.4. Of 21 students classified as non-
preparatory, 14 students answered yes. Of the 28 students classified as preparatory, 20 
answered yes. The results of the Pearson Chi Square yielded a value of .720 which does 
not indicate a difference between preparatory and non-preparatory students. Therefore, it 
is assumed that there is no difference in the exposure to friends that attended religious 
services regularly between preparatory and non-preparatory students. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations 
Objective 1 
 The family domain of risk factors assesses student’s exposure to unhealthy family 
interactions, expectations, and attitudes (Youth Justice Board, 2005). The researcher 
examined nine risk indicators within this domain and concluded there was exposure to 
risk to preparatory and non-preparatory students. Indicators showcasing the lowest 
frequencies of exposure included students temporarily or permanently moving out of 
their guardian’s home with preparatory students being exposed at 14.3% and non-
preparatory experiences at 9.5% and siblings who smoke marijuana with preparatory 
students experiencing this at 17.9% and non-preparatory at 14.3%. Indicators that had a 
higher frequency of occurrence at 50% or greater included people in my family have 
serious arguments for preparatory students only at 57.1%. Also, people in my family do 
not get along yielded 50.0% for preparatory and 76.2% for non-preparatory. 
 The school domain of risk factors assesses students’ unfavorable attitudes towards 
school that may involve content, school disorganization, and/or self-efficacy (Youth 
Justice Board, 2005). The researcher examined six risk indicators within this domain and 
concluded there was low risk within this domain. Only one in five or approximately 20% 
of students indicated they acted out for attention (non-preparatory), liked to see how 
much they could get away with (preparatory and non-preparatory), ignored rules that got 
in their way (non-preparatory), and did the opposite of what teachers told them, just to 
get them mad (preparatory and non-preparatory).  
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 The individual domain of risk factors assesses the influences on the individual by 
the peers they choose (Youth Justice Board, 2005). The researcher examined eight risk 
indicators within this domain and concluded that students had the lowest exposures to 
friends using hardcore drugs such as cocaine or amphetamines and to friends selling 
drugs at school. However, other indicators within the individual domain were of greater 
risk than compared to the family or school domain. There were high frequencies of 
exposure of 65% or more to both preparatory and non-preparatory students in the 
following indicators: friends who have been suspended from school, had friends who 
smoked cigarettes, friends who tried beer, wine, or hard liquor, and friends who smoked 
marijuana.  
 Recommendations for agriculture educators at Anderson County High School 
based on the results from this objective are to teach 21st century soft skills to help combat 
negative influences with the family and individual domains which students were at the 
greatest risk in this study. Bancino and Zevalkink (2007) concluded that there is an 
increased demand for soft skills which includes skills such as communication, conflict 
management, time management, and critical thinking within today’s workforce. These 
skills are valuable in increasing a company’s bottom line because of increased project 
success rate but are also useful in managing the relationships within an individual’s life. 
If agriculture educators at Anderson County High school implement soft skill curriculum 
into their content such as conflict management, it may increase student self-efficacy in 
dealing with families that argue and struggle to cope with conflict (Pant & Baroudi, 
2008).  
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 To combat negative peer influences within the individual domain, the researcher 
recommends that agriculture teachers at Anderson County High School obtain resources 
from the Communities that Care Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development to develop 
intervention strategies establishing protective factors for social interactions. According to 
the Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence Institute of Behavioral Science, 
“Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development mission is to identify evidence-based 
prevention and intervention programs that are effective in reducing antisocial behavior 
and promoting a healthy course of youth development” (Blueprints for healthy youth 
development, para. 1).  
Objective 2 
 The results of the Pearson Chi Square tests ran in all 23 indicators across three 
risk factor domains failed to suggest a difference with alpha levels greater than .05. 
Therefore, the researcher cannot claim that there was a difference in any of the risk factor 
indicators between preparatory and non-preparatory students and it is assumed that the 
exposure to risk factors is similar in both groups. While being able to identify differences 
in risk factors would be beneficial to agriculture educators at Anderson County High 
School to pinpoint needed interventions, the finding implies that agriculture teachers have 
not created bias towards privileged students and their ability to complete a program of 
study. Had the non-preparatory group been exposed to more risks it would indicate that 
teachers had not successfully bridged the gap between at risk and privileged students. 
Research has indicated that programs that do not meet the needs of at risk and 
underprivileged populations can lead to students failing to graduate and be not prepared 
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to enter a career or post-secondary institution after high school (Birdwell, Grist, & 
Margo, 2011).  
 Former and present agriculture teachers at Anderson County High School have 
provided opportunities for involvement in classes and the local FFA Chapter to at risk 
students who may be from low socioeconomic status, have an Individual Education 
Program (special needs student), or suffer from mental or emotional disorders (D. 
Robinson, personal communication, July 2, 2013). It is recommended that the risk factors 
of preparatory and non-preparatory students be examined across the state of Kentucky to 
assess all teachers’ ability in preparing students to complete a program of studies from 
diverse backgrounds. The findings of this research should be utilized by state career and 
technical education coordinators to evaluate the effectiveness of agriculture education 
programs in preparing at risk and all students in college and career readiness.  
Objective 3 
 The family domain of protective factors assesses children’s attachment bonds to 
guardians, quality time with parents, and clear family rules and expectations (Youth 
Justice Board, 2005). The researcher examined seventeen protective indicators within this 
domain and concluded that both preparatory students and non-preparatory students 
reported not feeling as close to their father as their mother and that they less often share 
their thoughts and feelings with their father. The researcher also concluded that only one-
third of parents ask their children about homework. However, frequencies for clear rules 
in the family and rules on drug and alcohol use were above 90% for both preparatory and 
non-preparatory students. Also, less than 65% of both preparatory and non-preparatory 
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students reported that my parents ask me what I think before most family decisions 
affecting me are made.  
The school domain of protective factors assesses children’s self-efficacy in 
content areas, attitudes toward content relevance, and meaningful relationships with 
teachers (Youth Justice Board, 2005). The researcher examined eight protective 
indicators within this domain and concluded that three fifths of both preparatory and non-
preparatory students felt their school grades were better than their peers in both required 
and agriculture courses. Also, more than 70% of both preparatory and non-preparatory 
students reported that they often tried their best in agriculture courses and more than 
80% responded that they felt safe at school. High prevalence of protective factors also 
existed for indicators on student- teacher relationships as more than 85% of all students 
reported that students had lots of chances to help make decisions (e.g., on class activities, 
rules, etc.) in agriculture courses, had lots of chances to talk with their agriculture 
teacher one-on-one, and that their agriculture teachers noticed when they did a good job 
and let them know about it. However, on the indicator I often felt my schoolwork I was 
assigned in my agriculture courses was meaningful and important both less than 50% 
preparatory and non-preparatory students reported this as the case.  
The individual domain of protective factors assesses children’s positive peer 
influences on school, religious activities, and club involvement as well as commitments 
to stay drug free (Youth Justice Board, 2005). The researcher examined five protective 
indicators within this domain and concluded that less than 50% of all students attend 
regular religious meetings but both groups reported at least 65% of students had friends 
who did. Approximately 70% of preparatory and non-preparatory students reported that 
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they had friends who enjoyed school and made commitments to stay drug free. The 
indicator that showed variation between frequencies in the reporting was did you have 
friends who were involved CTE organizations or clubs specifically. Seven (33.3%) of 
non-preparatory students and 16 (57.1%) of preparatory students reported yes indicating 
students reaching preparatory status had more friends that participated in school clubs or 
career and technical student organizations such as FFA.  
 Recommendations for agriculture education teachers at Anderson County High 
School based on the results from this objective are to find new ways to communicate with 
parents and encourage their involvement in their children’s school work such as inviting 
parents to view student projects or presentations (LaRocque, Kleiman, & Darling, 2011). 
According to Topor et al. (2010) there are numerous studies supporting that parental 
involvement is positively associated with student academic achievement. Increased 
parent involvement could potentially serve as a protective factor inhibiting the ability of 
students to reach preparatory and completer status within a career pathway.  
 Within the school domain, there were many positive findings but a needed 
improvement is for more students to feel that the work they are assigned in agriculture 
courses is meaningful and important. A study by Hulleman and Harackiewicz (2009) 
found that relevance interventions where students were encouraged to make connections 
between their lives and content in science courses yielded higher interest and grade 
performance by the students. One barrier described by research is that the educational 
paradigm held by many administrators, teachers, and stakeholders separates CTE courses 
from “academic” courses and that traditional views of vocational courses focused on low 
income and low achieving students (Aliaga, Kotamraju, & Stone III, (2012). While this 
66 
paradigm may be currently shifting, there are still many students who do not understand 
the relevance to career and technical education to their own lives. Agriculture education 
teachers at Anderson County High School should educate students on programs of study 
starting with eight grade recruitment and throughout high school to better advise students 
on career preparation and to understand the sequence of courses they can take to become 
college and career ready. 
 Finally, within the individual domain it is recommended that agriculture 
education teachers at Anderson County High School increase active membership in the 
local FFA Chapter as preparatory students reported higher frequencies of having friends 
involved in school clubs and activities. As involvement in Career and Technical Student 
Organizations (CTSO), such as FFA, increases, more students will be surrounded with 
peers who are active in FFA and encourage their involvement and increasing the 
likelihood they will participate in a CTSO. Research supports the claims that activity in 
CTSO’s such as Skills USA increases the likelihood that students will complete a 
program of studies and experience academic success (Threeton & Pellock, 2010). 
However, there is a lack of research on this topic within agriculture education 
specifically.  
Objective 4 
The results of the Pearson Chi Square tests ran in all 30 indicators across three protective 
factor domains failed to suggest a difference with alpha levels greater than .05. Therefore, 
the researcher cannot claim that there was a difference in any of the protective factor 
indicators between preparatory and non-preparatory students and it is assumed that the 
exposure to protective factors is similar in both groups. This finding did not allow the 
67 
researcher to determine which protective factors were affective in getting students to 
preparatory and completer status within a program of study. However, prior research on 
violence and other anti-social behaviors suggests that as protective factors are increased 
the likelihood of undesired behaviors occurring decreases (Lösel & Farrington. 2012).  
 It is recommended that agriculture education teachers at Anderson County High 
School assess a broad scope of risk factors using the Communities that Care program 
yearly and incorporate the awareness of risk factors in leadership training throughout 
courses. The increased awareness of risk factors allows students to develop skills in self-
regulation through the planning and implementation of positive protective factors 
(Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992). Course activities and activities within the local 
FFA chapter can be utilized to challenge students to develop protective factors while also 
developing attachment to pro-social organizations such as the FFA.  
Recommendations for Further Research 
 Recommendations for further research based on the results of this study include 
replicating this study across multiple years to increase the population and possibly 
receive statistical significance. Another recommendation is to replicate this study but to 
compare risk and protective factors by completer and non-completer status. The gap in 
risk and protective factors may be more evident between these two groups and offer 
further insights to the profession of agriculture education. Also, there would be beneficial 
insights to be gained by researching risk and protective factors further specifically within 
the school domain and focusing on the experiences of the student in relation to their 
agriculture program. An emerging limitation of this study was the lack of focus on 
specific school related protective factors.  
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 While there was no difference in protective factors indicated in this study, the fact 
remains that there are students who are not reaching preparatory and completer status at 
Anderson County High School. Therefore, it is recommended to further research the 
presence of other risk and protective factors that may not have been included in the scope 
of this study. This research should seek to determine if the presence of other risk factors 
is limiting students from obtaining preparatory status or if there are other protective 
factors lacking that could be increased to aid in this effort.  
Furthermore, the effects of student organizations such as FFA should be examined 
for their effectiveness of encouraging students to complete a career pathway. Within the 
Journal of Agriculture Education there is a lack of research on career pathways and 
student completion rates and the researcher encourages more studies of this nature. 
Insight on this subject could help high school agriculture teachers identify methods to 
develop better practices for preparing students to complete a program of studies 
sequence.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
69 
APPENDIX A: 
 
Script for Telephone Interview 
 
To Potential Participant: 
 
You are being contacted to potentially take part in a survey being conducted by the 
University of Kentucky entitled, “Identifying Protective Factors of Completers and Non-
Completers in Career and Technical Education Programs of a Rural Kentucky High 
School.” The purpose of this research is to determine what personal factors in an 
individual’s life may or may not affect their decisions to complete a career and technical 
education program. You are being contacted because at some point in your high school 
career you took a career and technical education (CTE) course and we your input would 
be valuable to the study. Should you agree to take the survey, we will be asking questions 
about your family and social interactions that may or may not have influenced the 
decision you made in relation to career and technical education courses.   
 
Although you will not get personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your 
responses may help us understand more about the risk and protective factors that 
contribute to students’ decision making. We hope to better understand how the factors 
that prevent students from completing a CTE program so we can help future students 
overcome these obstacles.  
 
We hope to receive completed questionnaires from about 25 people, so your answers are 
important to us.  Of course, you have a choice about whether or not to complete the 
survey/questionnaire, but if you do participate, you are free to skip any questions or 
discontinue at any time.   
 
The survey/questionnaire will take about 15 minutes to complete.   
 
Although we have tried to minimize this, some questions may make you upset or feel 
uncomfortable and you may choose not to answer them.  If some questions do upset you, 
we can tell you about some people who may be able to help you with these feelings. 
There will be questions in this survey about family and friend drug abuse and 
relationships. While these questions do not ask for descriptive answers or personal 
accounts, we do want you to be aware they will be part of the survey.  
 
Your response to the survey will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by law.  When 
we write about the study you will not be identified.  
 
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask during or after the survey. 
You can contact myself if you have further questions after the study at 502-507-2449 or 
at randy.adams@uky.edu.  If you have complaints, suggestions, or questions about 
your rights as a research volunteer, contact the staff in the University of Kentucky Office 
of Research Integrity at 859-257-9428 or toll-free at 1-866-400-9428. 
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Thank you in advance for your assistance with this important project. Would you like to 
participate in the survey at this time?  
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APPENDIX B: 
 
Research Study Questionnaire 
Please Check the boxes that apply to the student: 
 
⁮ I took less than three credit hours of agriculture classes at Anderson County High   
School 
 
⁮ I took three or more credit hours of agriculture classes at Anderson County High 
School but DID not take or pass a KOSSA exam 
 
⁮ I took three or more credit hours of agriculture classes at Anderson County High 
School and passed a KOSSA exam 
 
⁮ I passed a KOSSA exam in one or more areas of agriculture and completed four credit 
hours of agriculture classes at Anderson County High School (obtained college 
credit) 
 
- Explain to participants that the following questions pertain to the time period when they 
attended Anderson County High School 
 
Section 1- Family Domain Scales 
 
A. Family Management  
1. My parents ask if I’ve gotten my homework done. 
YES  NO 
2. The rules in my family are clear. 
YES  NO 
3. My family has clear rules about alcohol and drug use. 
YES  NO 
4. My parents care if I skip school.  
YES  NO 
 
B. Family Communication 
1. People in my family often insult or yell at each other. 
YES  NO 
2. People in my family have serious arguments. 
YES  NO 
3. We argue about the same things in my family over and over. 
YES  NO 
4. I have at one time temporarily or permanently moved out of my guardian’s home? 
             YES                  NO 
5. People in my family do not get along. 
              YES            NO 
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C. Family History  
1. Does anyone in your family have a severe alcohol or drug problem? 
YES  NO  NOT SURE 
2. Do any of your brothers or sisters ever: drink beer, wine or hard liquor (for 
example, vodka, whiskey or gin)? 
YES  NO  NOT SURE 
3. Do any of your brothers or sisters: smoke marijuana? 
YES  NO  NOT SURE 
4. Have any of your brothers or sisters ever: been suspended or expelled from 
school? 
YES  NO  NOT SURE 
 
Section 2- Family Domain Scales- Protective Factors 
 
A. Family Attachment  
1. Do you feel very close to your mother? 
YES  NO 
2. Do you share your thoughts and feelings with your mother? 
YES  NO 
3. Do you feel very close to your father? 
YES  NO 
4. Do you share your thoughts and feelings with your father? 
YES  NO 
 
B. Family Opportunities for Prosocial Involvement 
1. My parents give me lots of chances to do fun things with them. 
YES  NO 
2. My parents ask me what I think before most family decisions affecting me are 
made. 
YES  NO 
3. If I had a personal problem, I could ask my mom for help. 
             YES  NO 
4. If I had a personal problem, I could ask my dad for help. 
YES  NO 
5. My parents attend school functions that I participate in.  
             YES                 NO 
 
C. Family Rewards for Prosocial Involvement  
1. My parents notice when I am doing a good job. 
YES  NO 
2. My parents tell me they are proud of me.  
            YES                 NO 
 
3. Do you enjoy spending time with your mother? 
YES  NO 
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4. Do you enjoy spending time with your father? 
YES  NO 
 
Section 3- School Domain Scales- Risk Factors 
 
A. Academic Performance  
1. Would you consider yourself to be an…….. 
 “A or  A/B” Student  “Average” Student “Struggling” Student 
2. How did you perform in your agriculture courses compared to your required courses? 
Better              Same   Poorer 
3. Were your school grades better than the grades of most students in your required 
classes? 
YES  NO 
4. Were your school grades better than the grades of most students in your agriculture 
classes? 
YES  NO 
 
B. School Commitment  
1. How often did you feel that the schoolwork you were assigned in your agriculture 
courses was meaningful and important? (Choose the best response) 
Never  Sometimes  Often  Almost Always 
 
2. How often did you: Try to do your best work in agriculture courses? 
Never  Sometimes  Often  Almost Always 
 
Section 4 – School Domain Scales – Protective Factors 
 
A. School Opportunities for Prosocial Involvement SP1 
1. In my agriculture courses, students had lots of chances to help make decisions (e.g., on 
class activities, rules, etc.). 
YES  NO 
2. There are/were lots of chances for me to talk with my agriculture teacher(s) one-on- 
one. 
YES  NO 
3. My agriculture teacher(s) noticed when I am did a good job and let me know about it. 
YES  NO 
4. I felt safe at my school. 
YES  NO 
 
Section 5 – Peer and Individual Domain- Risk Factors 
 
A. Behavior 
1. I did the opposite of what teachers told me, just to get them mad. 
YES  NO 
2. I ignored rules that got in my way? 
YES  NO 
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3. I liked to see how much I could get away with? 
YES  NO 
4. I acted out in school to get attention? 
             YES                 NO 
 
B. Friends’ Behavior  
Think of your friends, not your acquaintances and answer the following questions.  
 
1. I’ve had friends who have been suspended from school? 
YES               NO 
2. I’ve had friends who sold illegal drugs while in school? 
YES           NO 
3. I’ve had friends that were arrested while they were school age.  
YES             NO 
4. I’ve had friends that dropped out of school.  
YES            NO 
 
C. Friends’ Use of Drugs 
1. I had friends in high school who smoked cigarettes? 
YES               NO 
2. I had friends who tried beer, wine or hard liquor? 
YES               NO 
3. I had friends who used marijuana? 
YES                NO 
4. I had friends who used LSD, cocaine, amphetamines, or other illegal drugs? 
YES               NO 
 
Section 6 –Peer and Individual Domain – Protective Factors 
 
A. Religiosity 
1. Did you attend religious meetings or services on a monthly basis while in high school?  
YES             NO 
 
 
B. Interaction with Prosocial Peers N/A 
1. Did you have friends that participated in CTE organizations or clubs specifically? 
YES               NO 
2. Did you have friends that made a commitment to stay drug-free? 
YES           NO 
3. Did any of your close friends like school? 
YES           NO 
4.26  
YES           NO 
 
 
 
75 
REFERENCES 
 
Aliaga, O. A., Kotamraju, P., & Stone III, J. R. (2012). A typology for understanding the  
career and technical education credit-taking experience of high school students. 
Louisville, KY: National Research Center for Career and Technical Education, 
University of Louisville. 
 
Arthur, M. W., and C. C. Blitz. 2000. Bridging the gap between science and practice in  
drug abuse prevention through needs assessment and strategic community 
planning. Journal of Community Psychology, 28 (3): 241-55 
 
Arthur, M. W., Hawkins, J. D., Pollard, J. A., Catalano, R. F., & Baglioni, A. J. (2002).  
Measuring Risk and Protective Factors for Use, Delinquency, and Other 
Adolescent Problem Behaviors The Communities That Care Youth Questionnaire. 
Evaluation Review, 26(6), 575-601. 
 
Bancino, R., & Zevalkink, C. (2007). Soft skills: the new curriculum for hard-core  
technical professionals. Techniques: Connecting Education and Careers, 82(5), 
20-22. 
 
Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American psychologist,  
37(2), 122-147. 
 
Bandura, A. (ed.) (1995) Self-efficacy in changing societies. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. Boisvert, Danielle, et al. "The Interconnection 
between Intellectual Achievement and Self-Control." Criminal Justice and 
Behavior 40.1 (2013): 80-94. 
 
Birdwell, J., Grist, M., & Margo, J. (2011). The forgotten half. 
 
Board, Y. J. (2005). Risk and protective factors. Youth Justice Board for England and  
Wales. 
 
Bragg, D. D., & Ruud, C. M. (2007). Career pathways, academic performance, and  
transition to college and careers: The impact of two select career and technical 
education (CTE) transition programs on student outcomes. Office of Community 
College Research and Leadership, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
 
Brooks-Gunn, J.; Duncan, G.J.; and Aber, J.L. (1997) Neighborhood Poverty 
Vol. 1: Context and consequences for children. New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation. 
 
Burke, L. A., & Miller, M. K. (2001, May). Phone interviewing as a means of data  
collection: Lessons learned and practical recommendations. In Forum Qualitative 
Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research (Vol. 2, No. 2). 
76 
Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence. (2013) Blueporints for healthy youth 
development. (2013, July 5). Retrieved from 
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/  
Cohen, J. (2013). Creating a Positive School Climate: A Foundation for Resilience. In  
Handbook of Resilience in Children (pp. 411-423). Springer US. 
 
Daniel, B., Gilligan, R., & Wassell, S. (2010). Child development for child care and  
protection workers. Jessica Kingsley Publishers. 
 
Dean. J. and Hastings, A. (2000) Challenging images: Housing estates, stigma 
and regeneration. Bristol: Joseph Rowntree Foundation/The Policy Press. 
 
Dubow, E.F. and Luster, T. (1990) ‘Adjustment of children born to teenage 
mothers. The contribution of risk and protective factors.’ Journal of Marriage 
and the Family, 52, pp.393-404. 
 
Eggerman, M., & Panter-Brick, C. (2010). Suffering, hope, and entrapment: Resilience  
and cultural values in Afghanistan. Social Science & Medicine, 71(1), 71-83. 
 
Eklund, K. M., Torppa, M., & Lyytinen, H. (2013). Predicting Reading Disability: Early  
Cognitive Risk and Protective Factors. Dyslexia, 19(1), 1-10. 
 
Esters, L. T., & Bowen, B. E. (2005). Factors influencing career choices of urban  
agricultural education students. Journal of Agricultural Education, 46(2), 24-35 
 
Fantuzzo, J., LeBoeuf, W., Rouse, H., & Chen, C. C. (2012). Academic achievement of  
African American boys: A city-wide, community-based investigation of risk and 
resilience. Journal of school psychology. 
 
Farrington, D.P. (1991) ‘Childhood aggression and adult violence’ in 
D. Pepler and K.H. Rubin (eds) The development and treatment of childhood 
aggression. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Farrington, D.P. (1993) ‘Childhood origins of teenage anti-social behaviour 
and adult social dysfunction.’ Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine, 86, 
pp.13-17. 
 
Farrington, D.P. (1995) ‘The Twelfth Jack Tizard Memorial Lecture. The 
Development of Offending and Anti-social Behaviour from Childhood: Key 
Findings from the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development.’ Journal of 
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 36 (6), pp.929-964. 
 
Farrington, D.P.; Barnes, G.C. and Lambert, S. (1996) ‘The concentration of 
offending in families.’ Legal and Criminal Psychology, 1, pp.47-63. 
 
77 
Farrington, D.P. (1996) ‘Later-life outcomes of truants in the Cambridge 
Study’. In I. Berg and J. Nursten (eds) Unwillingly to School. (4th edition). 
London: Gaskell. 
 
Farrington, D. P. (2011). Families and crime. Crime and public policy, 130-157. 
 
Farrington, D. P., & Ttofi, M. M. (2011). Protective and promotive factors in the  
development of offending. Antisocial behaviour and crime: Contributions of 
developmental and evaluation research to prevention and intervention, 71-88. 
 
Fazel, M., Reed, R. V., Panter-Brick, C., & Stein, A. (2012). Mental health of displaced  
and refugee children resettled in high-income countries: risk and protective 
factors. The Lancet, 379(9812), 266-282. 
 
Fergusson, D.M. and Lynskey, M.T. (1996) ‘Adolescent resiliency to family 
adversity.’ Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 37, pp.281-292. 
 
Foshee, V. A., McNaughton Reyes, H. L., Ennett, S. T., Suchindran, C., Mathias, J. P.,  
Karriker-Jaffe, K. J., ... & Benefield, T. S. (2011). Risk and protective factors 
distinguishing profiles of adolescent peer and dating violence perpetration. 
Journal of Adolescent Health, 48(4), 344-350. 
 
Foxcroft, D., Ireland, D., Lister-Sharp, D., Lowe, G., & Breen, R. (2003). Longer-term  
primary prevention for alcohol misuse in young people: A systematic review. 
Addiction, 98, 397–411. 
 
Galambos, N. L., Barker, E. T., & Almeida, D. M. (2003). Parents do matter: Trajectories  
of change in externalizing and internalizing problems in early adolescence. Child 
Development, 74, 578–594 
 
Galster, G. C. (2012). The mechanism (s) of neighbourhood effects: Theory, evidence,  
and policy implications. In Neighbourhood effects research: New perspectives 
(pp. 23-56). Springer Netherlands. 
 
Garmezy, N. (1985) ‘Stress-resistent children: The search for protective 
factors’ in J.E. Stevenson (ed) Recent research in developmental 
psychopathology. Book supplement to the Journal of Child Psychology 
andPsychiatry. 
 
Gentile, D. A., Mathieson, L. C., & Crick, N. R. (2011). Media violence associations with  
the form and function of aggression among elementary school children. Social 
Development, 20(2), 213-232. 
 
George, D., & Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for windows step by step: A simple guide and  
reference 11.0 update. (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon. G&M(2003). 
 
78 
Gloppen, K. M., Arthur, M. W., Hawkins, J. D., & Shapiro, V. B. (2012). Sustainability  
of the Communities That Care prevention system by coalitions participating in the 
Community Youth Development Study. Journal of Adolescent Health, 51(3), 259-
264. 
 
Greenwood, P. E., & Nikulin, M. S. (1996). A guide to chi-squared testing (Vol. 280).  
Wiley-Interscience. 
 
Goldhaber, D., Gross, B., & Player, D. (2011). Teacher career paths, teacher quality, and  
persistence in the classroom: Are public schools keeping their best?. Journal of 
Policy Analysis and Management, 30(1), 57-87. 
 
Gottfredson, D. C., & Wilson, D. B. (2003). Characteristics of effective school-based  
substance abuse prevention. Prevention Science, 4, 27–38. 
 
Hawkins, J.D.; Catalano, R.F. and Brewer, D.D. (1995) ‘Preventing Serious, 
Violent and Chronic Juvenile Offending. Effective Strategies in Childhood, 
Adolescence and the Community’ in J.C. Howell, B.Krisberg, J.D. Hawkins 
and J.J. Wilson (eds) A Sourcebook. Serious, Violent and Chronic Juvenile 
Offenders. London: Sage. 
 
Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., & Kuklinski, M. R. (2011, October).  
Communities that care: Briding science and community practice to prevent 
adolescent health and behavior problems including violence. In Social and 
Economic Costs of Violence: Workshop Summary (p. 121). National Academies 
Press. 
 
Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., & Miller, J. Y. (1992). Risk and protective factors for  
alcohol and other drug problems in adolescence and early adulthood: implications 
for substance abuse prevention. Psychological bulletin, 112(1), 64. 
 
Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., Kosterman, R., Abbott, R., & Hill, K. G. (1999).  
Preventing adolescent health-risk behaviors by strengthening protection during 
childhood. Archives of pediatrics & adolescent medicine, 153(3), 226. 
 
Heckman, J. J. (1979). Sample selection bias as a specification error. Econometrica:  
Journal of the econometric society, 153-161. 
 
Hemenway, D. (2013). Firearms and Violent Death in the United States. Reducing Gun  
Violence in America: Informing Policy with Evidence and Analysis, 3. 
 
Hemovich, V., Lac, A., & Crano, W. D. (2011). Understanding early-onset drug and  
alcohol outcomes among youth: The role of family structure, social factors, and 
interpersonal perceptions of use. Psychology, health & medicine, 16(3), 249-267. 
 
 
79 
Henry, K. L., Knight, K. E., & Thornberry, T. P. (2012). School disengagement as a  
predictor of dropout, delinquency, and problem substance use during adolescence 
and early adulthood. Journal of youth and adolescence, 41(2), 156-166. 
 
Hinkson, M., & Kieth, L. (2000). The attitudes and perceptions of high school  
administrators toward agricultural science teachers in Texas. Journal of Southern 
Agricultural Education Research, 50(1), 180-186. 
 
Hoyle, R. H., Harris, M. J., & Judd, C. M. (2002). Research methods in social relations. 
 
Hughes, K. L., & Karp, M. M. (2006). Strengthening transitions by encouraging career  
pathways: A look at state policies and practices. American Association of 
Community Colleges. 
 
Hulleman, C. S., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2009). Promoting interest and performance in  
high school science classes. Science, 326(5958), 1410-1412. 
 
Jackson, K. F., Wolven, T., & Aguilera, K. (2013). Mixed Resilience: A Study of  
Multiethnic Mexican American Stress and Coping in Arizona. Family Relations, 
62(1), 212-225. 
 
Johnston, L. D., P. M. O’Malley, and J. G. Bachman. 1995. National questionnaire results  
on drug use from the Monitoring the Future Study, 1975-1994: Volume I. 
secondary students. Rockville, MD: National Institute on Drug Abuse. 
 
Kelly, A., & Toumbourou, J. (2011). Assessing the feasibility of the Communities that  
Care approach for national injury prevention in Australia. In 10th National 
Conference on Injury Prevention and Safety Promotion. 
 
Kelley-Hall, C. (2010). The role of student support services in encouraging student 
involvement and its impact on student perceptions and academic experience. 
(Doctoral dissertation, Clemson University). 
 
Lachman, P., Roman, C. G., & Cahill, M. (2012). Assessing Youth Motivations for  
Joining a Peer Group as Risk Factors for Delinquent and Gang Behavior. Youth 
Violence and Juvenile Justice. 
 
LaRocque, M., Kleiman, I., & Darling, S. M. (2011). Parental involvement: The missing  
link in school achievement. Preventing School Failure, 55(3), 115-122. 
 
Lewis, M. & Kosine, N. (2008). What will be the impact of programs of study? 
A preliminary assessment based similar previous initiatives and state plans for  
implementation, and career development theory. Louisville, KY: National 
Research Center for Career and Technical Education 
 
 
80 
Lösel, F. and Bliesener, T. (1994) ‘Some high-risk adolescents do not develop 
conduct problems. A study of protective factors.’ International Journal of 
Behavioral Development, 17, pp.753-777. 
 
Lösel, F., & Farrington, D. P. (2012). Direct protective and buffering protective factors in  
the development of youth violence. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 
43(2), S8-S23. 
 
Maguin, E.; Hawkins, J.D.; Catalano, R.F.; Hill, K.; Abbott, R. and 
Herrenkohl, T. (1995) ‘Risk factors measured at three ages for violence at age 
17-18.’ Paper presented to the American Society of Criminology conference in 
Boston (November 1995). 
 
Maguin, E. and Loeber, R. (1996) ‘Academic performance and delinquency’ 
in M. Tonry (ed) Crime and justice: a review of research, Vol. 20. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 
 
Makarios, M., Steiner, B., & Travis, L. F. (2010). Examining the predictors of recidivism  
among men and women released from prison in Ohio. Criminal Justice and 
Behavior, 37(12), 1377-1391. 
 
Masten, A. S. (2005). Ordinary magic: Resilience processes in development. Annual  
Progress in Child Psychiatry and Child Development 2002, 115. 
 
Masten, W., & Wright, M. O. (2009). Resilience over the lifespan. Handbook of adult  
resilience, 213-237. 
 
McCord, J. (1982) ‘A longitudinal view of the relationship between paternal 
absence and crime’ in J. Gunn and D.P. Farrington (eds) Abnormal offenders, 
delinquency, and the criminal justice system. Chichester: Wiley. 
 
McCracken, J. D., (1998). Agricultural Education 885 Research Methods: Course Notes.  
Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University.  
 
Meeder, Hans. "The Perkins Act of 2006: Connecting career and technical education with  
the college and career readiness agenda." Retrieved April 9 (2008): 2009. 
 
Meyer, I. H. (2010). Identity, stress, and resilience in lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals of  
color. The Counseling Psychologist, 38(3), 442-454. 
 
Meyer, P. S., & Mueser, K. T. (2011). Resiliency in individuals with serious mental  
illness. Resilience and mental health: Challenges across the lifespan, 276-288. 
 
Mrug, S., Madan, A., & Windle, M. (2012). Temperament alters susceptibility to  
negative peer influence in early adolescence. Journal of abnormal child 
psychology, 40(2), 201-209. 
81 
Newson, J. and Newson, E. (1989) The extent of parental physical punishment in the UK.  
London: Approach. 
 
Nota, L., Soresi, S., & Zimmerman, B. J. (2004). Self-regulation and academic  
achievement and resilience: A longitudinal study. International Journal of 
Educational Research, 41(3), 198-215. 
 
O'Brien, P. C., & Fleming, T. R. (1979). A multiple testing procedure for clinical trials.  
Biometrics, 549-556. 
 
Oetting, E. R., and F. Beauvais. 1990. Adolescent drug use: Findings of national and  
local questionaires. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 58 (4): 385-94 
 
Pant, I., & Baroudi, B. (2008). Project management education: The human skills  
imperative. International Journal of Project Management, 26(2), 124-128. 
 
Patterson, G.R.; Forgatch, M.S.; Yoerger, K.L. and Stoolmiller, M. (1998). 
‘Variables that initiate and maintain an early-onset trajectory for juvenile 
offending.’ Development and Psychopathology, 10, pp.531-547. 
 
Patterson, G.R. and Yoerger, K. (1997). ‘A developmental model for late-onset 
delinquency’ in D.W. Osgood (ed) Motivation and delinquency: Nebraska 
Symposium on Motivation, Vol. 44, pp.119-177. Lincoln, Nebraska: 
University of Nebraska Press. 
 
Phelps, K., Henry, A. L., & Bird, W. A. (2012). Factors Influencing or Discouraging  
Secondary School Students' FFA Participation. Journal of Agricultural 
Education, 53(2), 70-86. 
 
Pietrzak, R. H., Goldstein, M. B., Malley, J. C., Rivers, A. J., Johnson, D. C., &  
Southwick, S. M. (2010). Risk and protective factors associated with suicidal 
ideation in veterans of Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. Journal 
of Affective Disorders, 123(1), 102. 
 
Power, A. and Tunstall, R. (1997) Dangerous disorder. Riots and violent 
disturbances in thirteen areas of Britain, 1991-92. York: Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation/York Publishing Services. 
 
Powers, D. A. (2008). Statistical methods for categorical data analysis. Emerald Group  
Publishing. 
 
Quinton, D. and Rutter, M. (1988) Parenting breakdown: the making and 
breaking of inter-generational links. Aldershot: Avebury. 
 
 
 
82 
Radkhe-Yarrow, M. and Sherman, T. (1990) ‘Children born at medical risk: 
Factors affecting vulnerability and resilience’ in J. Rolf; A.S. Masten; D. 
Cicchetti; K.H. Neuchterlein and S. Weinraub (eds) Risk and protective 
factors in the development of psychopathology. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
Rose, C. A., & Espelage, D. L. (2012). Risk and Protective Factors Associated with the  
Bullying Involvement of Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. 
Behavioral Disorders, 37(3), 133-148. 
 
Rutter, M. (1996) ‘Transitions and turning points in developmental psychopathology: As  
applied to the age span between childhood and mid-adulthood.’ International 
Journal of Behavioral Development, 19, pp.603-626. 
 
Rutter, M. (1987). Psychosocial resilience and protective mechanisms. American journal  
of orthopsychiatry, 57(3), 316-331. 
 
Ryff, C. D. (2012). Varieties of resilience and their biological underpinnings. Rik Crutzen  
& Emely de Vet, 9, 70. 
 
Sapienza, J. K., & Masten, A. S. (2011). Understanding and promoting resilience in  
children and youth. Current opinion in psychiatry, 24(4), 267. 
 
Sampson, R.J.; Raudenbush, S.W. and Earls, F. (1997) ‘Neighborhoods and 
violent crime: A multilevel study of collective efficacy.’ Science, 277, 
pp.918-924. 
 
Savolainen, J., Hurtig, T. M., Ebeling, H. E., Moilanen, I. K., Hughes, L. A., & Taanila,  
A. M. (2010). Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and criminal 
behaviour: the role of adolescent marginalization. European Journal of 
Criminology, 7(6), 442-459. 
 
Smith, J. and Prior, M. (1995) ‘Temperament and stress resilience in schoolage 
children: A within-families study.’ Journal of the American Academy of 
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 34, pp.168-179. 
 
Stattin, H. and Klackenberg-Larsson, I. (1993) ‘Early language and intelligence  
development and their relationships to future criminal behaviour.’Journal of 
Abnormal Psychology, 102, pp.369-378. 
Sullivan, M. (November, 1991 05). Controlling non-response bias and item non-response 
bias using cati techniques. Retrieved from 
http://www.quirks.com/articles/a1991/19911105.aspx?searchID=4782206&sort=5
&pg=3  
 
83 
Thornberry, T.P.; Huizinga, D. and Loeber, R. (1995) ‘The prevention of 
serious delinquency and violence: Implications from the Program of Research 
on the Causes and Correlates of Delinquency’ in J.C. Howell; B. Krisberg, J.D. 
Hawkins and J.J. Wilson (eds) A Sourcebook. Serious, Vioent and Chronic 
Juvenile Offenders. London: Sage. 
 
Threeton, M. D., & Pellock, C. (2010). An examination of the relationship between  
SkillsUSA student contest preparation and academics. 
 
Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2011). Creative self-efficacy development and creative  
performance over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(2), 277. 
 
Topor, D. R., Keane, S. P., Shelton, T. L., & Calkins, S. D. (2010). Parent involvement  
and student academic performance: A multiple mediational analysis. Journal of 
prevention & intervention in the community, 38(3), 183-197. 
 
Vincent, S. K., Henry, A. L., & Anderson II, J. C. (2012). College Major Choice for  
Students of Color: Toward a Model of Recruitment for the Agricultural Education 
Profession. Journal of Agricultural Education, 53(4), 187-200. 
 
Werner, E.E. and Smith, R.S. (1982) Vulnerable but invincible. New York: 
McGraw Hill. 
 
Werner, E.E. and Smith, R.S. (1992) Overcoming the Odds: High Risk 
Children from Birth to Adulthood. New York: Cornell University Press . 
 
Wexler, L., & Burke, T. K. (2011). Cultural Identity, Multicultural Competence and  
Resilience: A Pilot Study of Alaska Native Students' Experience at University. 
Journal of American Indian Education, 50(2), 44-64. 
 
Williams, C. (2011). Research methods. Journal of Business & Economics Research  
(JBER), 5(3). 
 
White, S. W., & Kelly, F. D. (2010). The school counselor's role in school dropout  
prevention. Journal of Counseling & Development, 88(2), 227-235. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
84 
VITA 
 
Randy Joel Adams was born in Lebanon, Kentucky in 1988. He graduated from Nelson 
County High School in 2006 and from the University of Kentucky in May, 2006 with a 
Bachelors of Science in Agricultural Education. He served as a graduate teaching 
assistant at the University of Kentucky from 2011 to 2012 and is currently teaching 
agricultural sciences at Anderson County High School in Lawrenceburg, Kentucky.  
 
Posters Presented 
 
Epps, R., Adams, R., Vincesnt, S. (2012) Agricultural education program school  
schedules in relation to classroom instruction, ffa, and sae. 2012 AAAE Southern  
Region Research Conference. 
 
Kirby, A., Adams, R., Vincent, S. (2012). Birds of a feather: Examining youth  
personality styles in the [state] ffa association. 2012 AAAE Southern Region 
Research Conference.  
 
